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Resume:
I dette projekt har jeg forsøgt at visse hvilket ideal for maskulinitet, Sir Walter Scott fremstiller i sin
bog Ivanhoe fra 1820. Min interesse lå i at se på hvordan en så åbenlyst nostalgisk bog, kan ses som
værende en del af den genopfindelse af maskulinitets idealer der fandt sted i Victoria tidens 
England. Romanen er blevet analyseret ved hjælp af en redegørelse af hvilke idealer for 
maskulinitet der var fremherskende i 1800tallets England, især med fokus på udviklingen af idealet 
om gentlemanden. Udover dette er Ivanhoe også blevet analyseret ved hjælp af en redegørelse for 
den kulturelle bevægelse ”medievalism”, der genskabte interessen for middelalderen i 1800tallet, og
spillede en vigtig rolle i udarbejdelsen af et nyt maskulinitets ideal, igennem sin interesse for 
ridderlighed. 
Som afslutning på projektet, er der en diskussion af det maskulinitets ideal Scott fremstiller i 
Ivanhoe, og hvordan dette passer ind i den diskussion der fandt sted omkring maskulinitet i 
perioden, og også hvordan dette ideal passer sammen med, eller adskiller sig fra, idealtet om 
gentlemanden. Denne diskussion sluttes af med en kort sammenligning imellem Robert Louis 
Stevenson's Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde og Ivanhoe, da dette kan give et billede af 
hvordan en roman fra den senere victorianske periode, fremstillede maskulinitet, i forhold til 
hvordan en roman fra den tidligere del af den victorianske periode gjorde dette.
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Introduction:
In this project I have chosen to look at what ideal of masculinity Sir Walter Scott portrays in his 
novel Ivanhoe from 1820, and look at this in contrast to how the idea of being a man in Great 
Britain changed into the ideal of the gentleman during the 19th century.
This will be done by first accounting for what ideals of masculinity was at the beginning of the 19th 
century, and how they evolved from the 16th through the 19th century. This will be done with a focus
on the ideal of the “gentleman”. To further this, there will be an introduction to the movement of 
“medievalism”, and how it impacted on the development of a new way of seeing masculinity. This 
is made more interesting by the fact that Sir Walter Scott in 1818 released Essay on chivalry, and 
gave his own look at what he thinks chivalry is. This work will be looked shortly at in connection 
with the chapter addressing medievalism.
The novel Ivanhoe will then be analysed by looking at how Scott portrays an ideal of masculinity 
through the way he portrays his male characters. Then this will be discussed by looking at Scott's 
ideal of masculinity in comparison to the ideal of masculinity that was prevalent in the society he 
lived in. If the novel can be seen as an expression of how masculinity was seen in the society, or an 
example of Scott's own ideals. And thus if it can be seen as a part of the discussion about 
masculinity in the 19th century. As an addition to this, there will be made a small comparison to 
Robert Louis Stevenson's Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, as a later example of a British 
novel that shows an ideal of masculinity in a different way than Scott.
Motivation:
The idea of investigating this topic, comes from a fascination of the resurrection of the middle ages 
that started with the romantic period and had a profound influence on the masculine ideals, and for 
instance the ideas of the gentleman, that played a big part in the cultural consciousness in the 
Victorian era. It is intriguing, how in a period where Britain was going through riveting changes to 
the way the society looked, be it industrialisation, conversion into an empire and a growing 
urbanisation, that a nostalgic ideal, and a time long gone, could become so popular.  
The whole idea of “medievalism”, a nostalgic look at the middle ages, came to be an important part 
of the evolution of the ideals of the gentleman and chivalry was seen by many as an ideal for how a 
man should act. This happened alongside the British empire came into its own, and there was a need
for a new man who was able to deal with the natives of far away countries and their customs.
It is intriguing how a clash of seemingly nostalgic ideals, and the changes of the modern world 
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created a new way of thinking about the man, and his position in society.
The ideals extended to the cultural outputs of the time. The romantics reinvigorated the interest for 
the middle ages, and the idea of the chivalrous knight resurfaced. Along with this, the ideal of the 
gentleman became an integral part of 19th century British literature, and saturated the society as a 
whole.    
The choice of Ivanhoe as the subject for this project, is because it was one of the first novels to 
popularise the middle ages, and to reintroduce it to a modern audience. It is very easy to write 
Ivanhoe of as a nostalgic work, that only looks back to what once was, but what I find interesting is 
if it also is an  example of the ways the ideals masculinity changed, and the discussion because of 
this, that took place in the beginning of the 19th century.
This leads me on to the following research question:
Research Question:
How is the ideal of masculinity, “chivalry”, portrayed in Sir Walter Scott's ”Ivanhoe”, and how can
the novel be seen as an example of the reinvention of masculinity that took place in 19th century 
Britain? How does it fit in with the prevalent ideal and discussion of “the gentleman”? 
Delimitation:
In this project the focus will be on masculinity as a cultural concept. What is interesting for this 
project is how the position of man changed in society in the 19th century, in the wake of the big 
changes that the society went through. Thus there will be no inclusion of gender theory in the 
project. This also means that Ivanhoe will be analysed as a cultural product of the times that Scott 
lived in. The analysis will not focus on Scott's literary implementations.
The focus will also be exclusively on the way that the ideal of masculinity came to expression in 
Britain in the 19th century, not in other parts of the world at the time. That also means that the focus 
on the ideals of masculinity will become very much a focus on the ideals of the gentleman, and also 
on the ideals of chivalry, because of the increasing historical awareness of the period, and the 
movement of medievalism. To make medievalism more easy to deal with, the focus will be on how 
medievalism can be used, especially how it could be used to influence the ideals of masculinity, and
also on Sir Walter Scott's Essay on Chivalry, to focus it towards his usage of medievalism.
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Ideals of masculinity in 19th century Britain:
The concept of manliness and masculinity has changed a lot throughout history, usually as a 
reaction to changes in the society, that has prompted the need for a re-evaluation of what it means to
be a man. This can for instance be in relation to the changing position of women, or as a way to 
assert ones authority, in case where a certain ideal of masculinity becomes connected to the nobility 
and ones lineage.
Throughout the 18th century and the beginning of the 19th century, the rapid changes in the way the 
society functioned, as direct result of industrialisation and colonisation, made it harder to keep up 
the traditional ideals of masculinity.
George L. Mosse writes of masculinity that, 
Distinct images of masculinity – the way men assert what they believe to be their manhood 
– have been all pervasive in Western culture. The ideal of masculinity was invoked on all 
sides as a symbol of personal and national regeneration, but also as basic to the self-
definition of modern society. Manliness was supposed to safeguard the existing order against
the perils of modernity, but it was also regarded as an indispensable attribute of those who 
wanted change. In deed the exhortation “to be a man” became commonplace, whether 
during the nineteenth century or the first half of the twentieth. (Mosse, 1996: 3).
As Mosse says the ideal of manliness became a way to counter the changes that the modern world 
was bringing with it. A way for men to understand their position in a society where industrialisation 
prompted a change in the way people worked, and where the rapid colonisation made the society go
face to face with new and unknown cultures. The ideals seems to have become something that the 
men of the British Empire could cling onto as something they knew and understood in a world filled
with unknown quantities.   
Mosse writes about masculinity as a stereotyping of what it means to be a man that, 
It is impossible to point to a precise moment when the ideal of modern masculinity was born
and became part of modern history, other than it happened sometime between the second 
half of the eighteenth century and the beginning of the nineteenth. The building blocks of 
modern masculinity existed, but they were systematized, formed into a stereotype[...] 
(Mosse, 1996: 5).
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Masculinity as an ideal is created to create a somewhat static image of what a man is, and how a 
man has to behave, look and generally how he was to present himself, and thereby have something 
to strive for, for instance through education. Frederich Ehrenberg for instance wrote that the goal for
the education of men was masculinity (Mosse, 1996: 7). To learn what the ideal of masculinity was, 
was made easier by the fact that it became relatively easy to read masculinity and understand what 
it was. As mentioned it became something that the men in a rapidly changing society knew and 
could relate to. 
A great example of one of these stereotypes, or ideals that were created, is the ideal of the 
gentleman. Jason D. Solinger writes, that in the wake of the English revolution the idea of what it 
meant to be a gentleman became a question that occupied the British. It became a part of almost all 
British literary expressions during the eighteenth century (Solinger, 2012: 2-3). Solinger claims that,
“Indeed, the genres that became popular in eighteenth century share this feature: each purports to 
furnish its readers with what the Britons called “knowledge of the world” - a figure of polite 
learning[…]” (Solinger, 2012: 5). To teach young boys to become gentleman became a cultural 
occupation.
In the earliest understanding of the word gentleman, it simply meant “men of birth and landed 
property”, and was used about men from the lowest squire to the king (Solinger, 2012: 17). During 
the 16th century, it was attributed to the lowest part of the gentry and was the general name for 
aristocratic men, but since it became increasingly more common that people would become rich and
rise through society than before, the control of who had the right to be called a gentleman because 
of their heritage stopped (Solinger, 2012: 17). The ideas of what the term gentleman entails thus 
became increasingly unclear, and became a great theme of debate throughout the 17th century. At the
beginning of the 18th century the idea of the gentleman got redefined. The idea of being educated 
came in to focus, 
”Learning alone, of all things in our Possession, is immortal and divine” he notes. “We may 
be plunder'd of our Wealth, defraud of our Lands, and our Books may become the Prey of 
malicious Accident; but that Chance which robs us of our Library, cannot take from us the 
Advantages we have reap'd by our Prior resort to it”. (Theobald in Solinger, 2012: 24).
That the gentleman was learned, became increasingly important and the idea of heritage lost some 
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of its importance. At the same time an increasing use of illustration in for instance newspapers, 
made it increasingly possible for people to see how people of other social positions than their own 
lived. This made people much more aware of what was going in their society, outside of their own 
social class. (Gilmour, 1993: 17). The social order of England was also changing in the way that 
standards of living became better for almost anyone, so most people could feed their families and 
get a place to live (Evans, 1975: 270). It seems that the old social order was being increasingly 
challenged from the lower classes of society. More and more people got money and thus being 
wealthy was no longer a privilege only for the nobility.
The traits of the ideal gentleman also changed throughout the 19th century. Mangang and Walvin 
describes it as such, “To the early Victorian it represented a concern with a successful transition 
from Christian immaturity to maturity, demonstrated by earnestness, selflessness and integrity; to 
the late Victorian it stood for neo-spartan virility as exemplified by stoicism, hardiness and 
endurance […]” (Mangan & Walvin, 1987: 1). Solinger further explains this idea that the ideal is 
changing by stating it never was static, as mentioned, “In reality, the gentleman was never static. It 
only appears to be this way because the term “gentleman” was so central a part of the British social 
vocabulary so long.” (Solinger, 2012: 3). Mangang & Walvin makes a point about the ideals of 
gender in the 19th century,
Both ideals were severely constrained by the overriding effects of social class and economic 
reality. The ideals of masculinity and femininity were unlikely to prove persuasive, even 
assuming they reached them, to the untold legions of urban poor who seemed forever 
beyond the reach (and understanding) of their social superiors. In both old and new worlds 
in the wake of industrialisation and urbanisation, just as there were regiments of middle-
class men and women concerned with the nature of a proper masculinity and femininity, so 
there were armies of men and women committed to a life of arduous physical labour in 
factories, sweat shops, agriculture and domestic service who gave the issue little thought. 
For them, the ideals of masculinity and femininity were as remote as the advocate of these 
ideals. (Mangang & Walvin, 1987: 4).
According to them, the ideal of gender, both masculine and feminine, in the 19th century, was very 
much something that happened in the middle and upper-class parts of society. The average worker 
did not have the time to think about how to be a real man or woman. So even though the ideal of 
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how to be a real man was something that was part of society, and something that played a part in 
literature and other cultural outputs, it was mostly something that the lower-class did not participate 
in. Even though this was the case, there was an attempt to spread these ideas throughout the lower 
parts of society, 
To encourage manliness among the poor and the deprived seemed to offer an antidote to a 
variety of human and social problems. Thus the emphasis placed on manliness needs to be 
set both in the context of chivalric ideals of Victorians romantics and utilitarian concern 
about the social problems of the late nineteenth-century. (Mangang & Walvin, 1987: 4-5).
So people saw the spreading of the ideas of manliness as a way of dealing with social problems. 
This was done through a creation of different organisations, such as scouts and athletic 
organisations (Mangang & Walvin, 1987: 5). Also important to note is the two different ways of 
looking at masculinity, either as utilitarian or as an ideal to reach. So the idea of manliness was 
different in different parts of the society, and also different depending on the part of the 19th century 
it is produced in. 
At the beginning of the 19th century the ideal of the gentleman, and by extension masculinity, seems
to have saturated the British society. It became the focus of a lot of cultural outputs, and their 
purpose seems to have been to educate the young men about how to become the stereotype, how to 
become the ideal gentleman. 
Solinger refers to the fact that people had to get “knowledge of the world”, as an integral part of 
becoming a gentleman. This was also obtained through schools made specificity to educate young 
men to become gentlemen. An example of one such school Solinger describes as coming from the 
East Indian Trading Company, and the school they made to educate their recruits. The idea was that 
a gentleman had to be able to move in different parts of society, Solinger gives the example of a 
man who is capable of being, “himself equally well in a Calcutta law court and a London parlor.” 
(Solinger, 2012: 122). 
Richard Wellesly, who is the man behind the ideal of the moving gentleman just mentioned, had the 
idea of creating a school where recruits could learn to behave themselves properly in India, as well 
as in Britain. Solinger writes that, 
“A Briton in India must be familiar with “the history, languages, customs and manners of the
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people of India,” Wellesley explains. But so must he “be well informed of the true and sound
principles of the British constitution, and sufficiently grounded in the general principles of 
ethics, civil jurisprudence, the law of nations, and general history”” (Solinger, 2012: 123). 
Wellesley’s project was to try to define an identity for the new man, in the new empire. As Solinger 
argues, 
“Useful knowledge, cultivated talents, and well-ordered and disciplined morals were, 
according to this logic, vital not only to securing a profitable return on Britain's investment 
but also to pursuing the emerging imperial tasks of civilization and uplift” (Solinger, 2012: 
123).
The ideal of the gentleman that the East Indian Trade Company created was a man who both knew 
his own culture and history in detail, but also had knowledge of the other cultures he moved in, in 
this case India. As mentioned Wellesly's project was to create an ideal for the imperial man. This 
shows how a new challenge in the society has prompted a re-evaluation of the masculine ideal. Now
British man had to deal with the traditions and norms of another culture than the one he was born 
into, he was faced with unknown customs and culture. The imperial gentleman, in Wellesly's image,
had to be able to be an example of englishness, but at the same he had to know what Indian culture 
entailed. He had to be able to move  between the two communities, and not be out of place in any of
them. 
Medievalism and chivalry:
This idea of chivalrous ideals and utilitarian ideas can also be seen in another part of the reinvention
of masculinity, the movement of medievalism. A movement that was connected to Romanticism, 
and was driven by a nostalgia towards medieval times, This meant for instance a renewed interest in
and a resurrection of the ideals of chivalry. Clare A. Simmons writes about the usage of the word 
medievalism that it meant, “[...] it's modern usage as implying a respect for or revival of the styles, 
practices, and values of the Middle-Ages[...]” (Simmons, 2011: 2). Elizabeth A. Fay describes the 
relation between Romanticism and medievalism as such, 
In posing the relation of the terms medievalism and Romanticism, the estranged or violently 
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obscured past of the first is balanced by the second's implication of Jacobin hopes for a 
utopian future. But “Romanticism” is a janus-faced movement, always looking back even as 
it looks forward, anachronistically replaying and revising history even as it proleptically 
installs a modernity we now recognize. (Fay, 2002: 1).
As she writes, it is a nostalgic look back, used to change the idea of history, but also the present. 
Some authors used it to make an example of a society with feudal paternalism and a society where 
people were dependent on each other, and saw this society as a solution to the difficulties regarding 
class and economy the society was facing. Others saw the feudal system as a societal model, that 
secured the liberties of the individual through a use of contracts. For nationalists on the other hand it
became an emotional idea of histories that should not be forgotten, whereas less nationalistic parties
looked at the past more scientifically (Fay, 2002: 1).
Medievalism could be used to envision a very radical idea of the society, that is completely moved 
back in time, a society where the past is resurrected. But was seen to be used by for instance 
nationalist and conservatives more as a ward against 'improvements', as an example of how what 
was in the past, is better than what is now. Fay writes of medievalism that, “'medievalism during the
Victorian period comes to denote the sentimentalized imagining of the paternalistic medieval that 
developed in popular culture from the Romantic comprehension of the past.” (Fay, 2002: 2). The 
word medievalism was first used in 1849, but the way of looking at the middle ages, had been seen 
long before, for instance in the works of the romantic writers (Simmons, 2011: 2).  
One of the most visible examples of medievalism, was in the resurgence of the ideal of chivalry, 
eventually as a part of the re imagining of masculinity. Karla Knutson gives an example of this, she 
writes about the Victorian ideal of the man that, 
The Victorian ideal of masculinity was influenced in part by nineteenth-century medievalism
and nostalgia for chivalry. Because it was considered by the Victorians to have been an 
integral part of the early English nation, chivalry provided a sense of order, a model of 
behavior for the nineteenth-century man to emulate in order to seem quintessentially English
(Knutson in Fugelso, 2011: 83).
It seems that medievalism played an important part in Victorian England, even so since she also 
writes about how medievalist works were re edited an re released, to instruct children how to 
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behave like a gentleman (Knutson in Fugelso, 2011: 83). So medievalism had a great importance on
the development of the gentleman ideal in the 19th century. It seems that the ideals of chivalry laid 
the foundation for what would become the ideal of the gentleman. 
Also the way that people in the Victorian era looked at their own time, makes medievalism 
interesting. Robin Gilmour defines the era as such,
No previous generation of people had been so conscious of the uniqueness of the times they 
were living in and through as the early Victorians, so drawn to compare themselves with 
their ancestors, or so aware of their time as an “age” requiring definition (Gilmour, 1993: 2).
The Victorians were clearly preoccupied with their own time contra the times that had gone before, 
the historical awareness was at an all time high, even though this history might not always have 
been the truth. In that light it makes sense that an idea that chivalry is English could be accepted, 
and how it possibly was relatively easy to create an image of a desirable past, since most people had
some idea about what had gone before.
Sir Walter Scott himself was a big proponent of medievalism, and Ivanhoe especially is a great 
example of the use of medieval history and imagery in British literature in the 19th century. Another 
example of this, is his Essay on Chivalry published in 1818. Throughout this he gives his own take 
on what chivalry is. He writes that chivalry was not only connected to military men riding a horse, 
there was more to it, a certain way of acting that had to be learned as he write, 
They were not merely respected on account of their wealth or military skill, but were bound 
together by a union of a very peculiar character […] it was necessary he should spend a 
certain time in a subordinate situation, attendant upon some knight of eminence, observing 
the conduct of his master, as what must in future be the model of his own, and practising the 
virtues of humility, modesty, and temperance, until called upon to display those of a higher 
order. (Scott, 1834: 5).
This idea of how to groom a young man into maturity, is quite comparable to the idea of the 
gentleman, and the virtues fit well with the ones of the gentleman, but still more focused on a 
warriors life.
Scott seems very fascinated by this institution. As a true romantic, he reflects on chivalry and its 
                                                                                                                                                  12 Af 56
Kasper Lund Hjorth                                    Depth module                                             MA2 Fall 
2014
decay, “We can now only look back on it as a beautiful and fantastic piece of frostwork, which has 
dissolved in the beams of the sun!” (Scott, 1834: 124). It seems that he really mourns the lose of 
chivalry, in his opinion what is left is duelling, and he is not happy about this. His hope for the 
future is that some of these virtues will return, and that duelling will stop, he hopes for the return of 
real chivalry, 
It is to be hoped, that as this customs of appealing to this Gothic mode of settling disputes is 
gradually falling into disuse, our successors may possibly enjoy the benefit of the general 
urbanity, decency, and courtesy, which it has introduced into the manners of Europe, without
the necessity of having recourse to a remedy, not easily reconciled to law or to Christianity. 
(Scott, 1834: 125). 
He demonstrates the nostalgia of medievalism very well, the idea that the society that was in the 
past, was better. Medievalism in this sense seems to mostly be part of what Mangang & Walvin 
calls the chivalric ideals of the period, it is a nostalgic movement, and Scott himself especially is a 
proponent of the idea that something that was in the past is better than what is in the present. Even 
though that is the case, his ideas, and the ideas of medievalism, might also be understood in a more 
utilitarian sense, since it could be seen as a way to counter problems in society. Scott himself says 
that he hopes that the old ways will resurface, to the betterment of the society.
Burland & Burland describes the uses of chivalry as such,
On one hand, chivalry originated as a code of the ruling class and has been used in various 
ways to justify privilege and oppression since. In particular, it has served the institutions of 
aristocracy, gender-exclusive suffrage, and slavery. On the other hand, chivalry also 
originated as a means of establishing social order and protecting the vulnerable, especially 
women […]  (Burland & Burland in O'Brien, 2009: 134).
So chivalry, as well as the ideal of the gentleman, is mostly used as way of making sure that men 
will behave themselves, but as mentioned in the quote it can be misused. Thus it seems that there 
are two sides of chivalry, the one where it helps establish social order, and the one where it enables 
men in certain positions to solidify their power. Scott in his essay seems to be adhering to the part of
chivalry that helps establish social order, and clearly sees it as positive in that light.
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Analysis:
To find out what the ideal of masculinity that Sir Walter Scott presents in Ivanhoe is, the analysis 
will be divided in different traits that plays an important part in the ideal that Scott portrays through 
his characters in the novel.
Temperance, morality and generosity:
On ff the traits Scott portrays as a part of his masculine ideal, is the show of temperance and 
generosity. Ivanhoe himself is for instance a character that very much lives up to ideals of chivalry, 
he is skilled in his profession, and he lives by the ideas of being humble, modest and to act with 
temperance. A great example of temperance and generosity is his conduct when he has won the 
joust on the first day of the tournament in Ashby, and receives the reward, the horses and 
armaments of his adversaries, 
[…]"To you four, sirs," replied the Knight, addressing those who had last spoken, "and to 
your honourable and valiant masters, I have one common reply. Commend me to the noble 
knights, your masters, and say, I should do ill to deprive them of steeds and arms which can 
never be used by braver cavaliers.—I would I could here end my message to these gallant 
knights; but being, as I term myself, in truth and earnest, the Disinherited, I must be thus far 
bound to your masters, that they will, of their courtesy, be pleased to ransom their steeds and
armour, since that which I wear I can hardly term mine own." "We stand commissioned, 
each of us," answered the squire of Reginald Front-de-Boeuf, "to offer a hundred zecchins in
ransom of these horses and suits of armour." "It is sufficient," said the Disinherited Knight. 
"Half the sum my present necessities compel me to accept; of the remaining half, distribute 
one moiety among yourselves, sir squires, and divide the other half betwixt the heralds and 
the pursuivants, and minstrels, and attendants." (Scott, 1820: 86-87).
Ivanhoe is not interested in getting other reward for his actions, than the honour. He just want to 
send the rewards back to their owners, but he has to follow the rules, not to dishonour his 
adversaries, and thus will take money in stead. He sees regards his adversaries with great respect, 
and sees no need to take from them, something they can use better themselves. This though he 
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neither wants to accept just as is. He wants the squires to distribute it amongst themselves, the 
heralds and other parts of the men who helps to make the tournament possible. He only takes 
enough so as to pay for his amour. It seems that Ivanhoe does not see the value in his adversaries 
armaments, maybe because what he hopes to gain from the tournament is honour, not riches. He, 
instead of accepting the entire sum of money he is owed, gives it to the squires and working men, 
he shows generosity towards people who are of a lower standing in society than he is. This might be
seen as him showing an understanding for the work of the squire and the herald, and that he thinks 
that it needs rewarding as well. It can be seen as him recognizing the work they have been doing 
during the tournament, and that without them it would not have been possible for the tournament to 
be held in the first place. Another point that is shown about Ivanhoe in this quote, is his 
understanding of how the workings of the exchange of rewards is going on. He knows how he can 
chose not to take his adversaries armaments, without it hurting their honour. Even though he does 
not do as normally is the case when one wins a tournament, he does what is in his power to preserve
the honour of his adversaries, as mentioned he seems to have great respect for them. In spite of this, 
he makes one exception, from Bois-Guilbert he will not accept his reward, not even money, 
The Disinherited Knight then addressed his discourse to Baldwin, the squire of Brian de 
Bois-Guilbert. "From your master," said he, "I will accept neither arms nor ransom. Say to 
him in my name, that our strife is not ended—no, not till we have fought as well with 
swords as with lances—as well on foot as on horseback. To this mortal quarrel he has 
himself defied me, and I shall not forget the challenge.—Meantime, let him be assured, that 
I hold him not as one of his companions, with whom I can with pleasure exchange 
courtesies; but rather as one with whom I stand upon terms of mortal defiance." (Scott, 
1820: 87) .
Ivanhoe does this, because his quarrel with Bois-Guilbert is such as it is. Ivanhoe has beaten him in 
the holy land and does so again at the competition. It seems quite clear that they would have killed 
the other in the competition if they were allowed. It seem that Ivanhoe might be the only one to 
have bested Bois-Guilbert in combat, and thus Bois-Guilbert's honour is wounded by him. Their 
rivalry is only at an end when one of them is dead it seems, or at least defeated in all categories of a 
knightly tournament, both jousting and on foot. Bois-Guilbert's reputation has been tarnished by the
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fact that he has been defeated by Ivanhoe, a fact which is probably also strengthened because  Bois-
Guilbert is a Norman and Ivanhoe a Saxon, even on the level of their heritage they are destined to 
be enemies it seems. It is clear that Ivanhoe has no interest in preserving Bois-Guilbert honour since
he is his mortal enemy. It seems that it would be dishonourable by Ivanhoe, to not take their quarrel 
serious.
Ivanhoe exhibits temperance and generosity, he is not interested in the material rewards he has won 
rightfully. What he is interested in is his honour. His generosity though, does not extend to his rival 
Bois-Guilbert, so there is a limit to his generosity. whereas for his other adversaries, he does not 
think it right to take their armour from them, but will accept a ransom, so as they can keep their 
honour, he does not want to give that pleasure to Bois-Guilbert, he does not want to preserve his 
honour. Ivanhoe shows that he is well vested in the rules of how the game works, he knows how he 
has to go about not dishonouring his opponents, but where he does not want to dishonour his other 
opponents, it almost seems as if he wants to do exactly that towards Bois-Guilbert, he is in anyway 
not interested in preserving it. He is his mortal enemy and does not deserve to be treated as anything
else. It is interesting that Ivanhoe treats the squires and the working men, as somewhat equals, and 
wants to help them, but the noble, and Templar Bois-Guilbert, he does not show respect for. He, in 
this instance does not care for his heritage, or the fact that he is a knight. His Norman heritage 
might be part of their rivalry, but since there were also Normans amongst his other adversaries this 
might not be the case for Ivanhoe, it seems to be more about preserving his own honour. 
Another example of him not wanting money and not taking any help or rewards for granted, is how 
he wants to pay Isaac for him buying his armour, "Take this bag of gold to Ashby," continued his 
master, "and find out Isaac the Jew of York, and let him pay himself for the horse and arms with 
which his credit supplied me." (Scott, 1820: 88). He could just as easily have taken the armour and 
never contacted Isaac again, but he feels that it is his responsibility to pay back what Isaac has paid 
for his armaments. It seems that Ivanhoe acknowledges that without Isaac’s help he would not have 
been able to enter into the competition. Where some of the characters in the novel probably would 
have taken the armour and horse, and not pay Isaac back, simply on the grounds that Isaac is a Jew, 
Ivanhoe shows an appreciation towards the man that helped him in being able to attend the 
tournament. It seems that the important thing for Ivanhoe is to repay the generosity that Isaac has 
shown him, as he would any man, he does not care if he is a Jew because it does not change the 
generosity of Isaac's actions.
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This generosity and compassion for people lower in the society that Ivanhoe exhibits, is first seen in
his treatment of Isaac when he first meets him in Rotherwood. He is the only one who helps Isaac 
when he comes to Rotherwood seeking shelter from the bad weather,
While Isaac thus stood an outcast in the present society, like his people among the nations, 
looking in vain for welcome or resting place, the pilgrim who sat by the chimney took 
compassion upon him, and resigned his seat, saying briefly, "Old man, my garments are 
dried, my hunger is appeased, thou art both wet and fasting." So saying, he gathered 
together, and brought to a flame, the decaying brands which lay scattered on the ample 
hearth; took from the larger board a mess of pottage and seethed kid, placed it upon the 
small table at which he had himself supped, and, without waiting the Jew's thanks, went to 
the other side of the hall;—whether from unwillingness to hold more close communication 
with the object of his benevolence, or from a wish to draw near to the upper end of the table,
seemed uncertain. (Scott, 1820: 37-38).
This man, Isaac,  who is seen as the lowest of the lowest in the British society Ivanhoe feels 
compassion towards. He gives him his place by the fire, and gives him some food. As with the 
quote with the squires and the way he later pays Isaac back, the heritage of the person in question 
does not seem to mean that much to him, he just wants to help a cold and hungry man. This shows 
how far Ivanhoe's generosity goes, the squires and heralds are a somewhat respected part of society, 
but as mentioned the Jews are seen as the lowest of the lowest. Ivanhoe shows that he cares for the 
suffering of a human being, he shows compassion towards what most of his peers does not even see
as a real person. He does not drop this image of the Jew completely though. He leaves him without 
getting a thank you, but as Scott himself writes, maybe he just wants to get closer to the upper end 
of the table, and his father. In this instance Ivanhoe is still in disguise and maybe does not want to 
seem to inconspicuous, by engaging in a dialogue with a Jew.
Ivanhoe helps Isaac him once more, by helping him escape Rotherwood. He gets him out before the
Templar and abbot, who is also at Rotherwood, gets the chance to get after him. He gives him 
directions, and is willing to accompany him through the forest, 
[…]stand up, Isaac, and hearken to me," said the Palmer, who viewed the extremity of his 
distress with a compassion in which contempt was largely mingled; "you have cause for 
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your terror, considering how your brethren have been used, in order to extort from them their
hoards, both by princes and nobles; but stand up, I say, and I will point out to you the means 
of escape. Leave this mansion instantly, while its inmates sleep sound after the last night's 
revel. I will guide you by the secret paths of the forest, known as well to me as to any 
forester that ranges it, and I will not leave you till you are under safe conduct of some chief 
or baron going to the tournament, whose good-will you have probably the means of 
securing." (49).
He does not want Isaac to get killed, even though there is the possibly that he could sacrifice his 
own reputation to help him, and maybe even his life. As mentioned no one yet knows that it is 
Ivanhoe that is the person in question, and since he is disowned by his father and many think that he
has died in the holy land he might not care that much about the possible repercussions of him being 
caught. It does seem though that Ivanhoe shows genuine compassion for Isaac, he again sees a man 
in need and feels that it is his duty to help him. One fact that might go against this point is the fact 
that he knows that he will need an amour to enter the tournament, and thus needs a benefactor, or 
some way to get some money, but this would hardly fit with Ivanhoe's moral code, and it seems that
his intentions are pure. 
Also Locksley shows a compassion for people that are in lower parts of the society. The difference 
being that in his current state as an outlaw, he is so himself. He has a very strict moral code towards 
the way he goes about his business of stealing from people coming through the woods. He does not 
just rob from anyone, but has very specific idea about who in society he has the right to rob from. 
When he encounters Gurth, Ivanhoe's squire and Cedric’s slave, on the way back from paying Isaac 
for helping Ivanhoe with his armour, he will not let his men steal from him, 
"is he not poor and disinherited as we are?—Doth he not win his substance at the sword's 
point as we do?—Hath he not beaten Front-de-Boeuf and Malvoisin, even as we would beat 
them if we could? Is he not the enemy to life and death of Brian de Bois-Guilbert, whom we 
have so much reason to fear? And were all this otherwise, wouldst thou have us show a 
worse conscience than an unbeliever, a Hebrew Jew?" (Scott, 1820: 98).
He sees Ivanhoe as being at the same level as himself, Ivanhoe as well as Locksley has prince Johns
supporters as enemies, and they are both outcasts in society, They are both in a situation where they 
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are disinherited. He wants his men to have some conscience as to their actions, and not just rob 
everybody with money. It is unfit for them to rob from people who really needs the money. Even 
though Locksley is forced to do these actions, he would like to keep some of his dignity in the 
process. Locksley might also be alluding to the fact that he feels that the rich, and especially Prince 
John and his supporters, are stealing from the poor, and that because of that they are suffering 
enough, and by extension to rob from the poor and disinherited, would make him and his men as 
bad as Prince John and his men are.
The idea of masculinity that Scott portrays in these quotes is of a man that knows his way around 
society, for instance Ivanhoe knows the rules of honour and Locksley knows how classes of the 
society is divided, and who he with conscience can steal from. This idea of knowing your way in 
society, and understanding of different positions in society, fits somewhat with Wellesley's idea of 
the gentleman. The man that is able to move through different environments, and maybe more 
prevalent in this case, understand them. Ivanhoe especially exhibits an understanding for the squires
work, as mentioned he knows how to not dishonour their masters, and respects the work they are 
doing at the tournament. He also helps Isaac even though he is seen as the scum of the earth by the 
rest of society. He has the knowledge of the world, and uses it to create an understanding of the 
society. Another trait of the gentleman that is in play, is the idea of moral. Both Ivanhoe and 
Locksley has some moral ideas about their actions, and what is the right thing to do, theirs might 
not be as well ordered and disciplined as Wellesley's ideal suggests, but they are nonetheless 
guiding their actions. At the same time the idea of generosity is also presented as befitting a knight, 
Ivanhoe gives a part of his winnings to the hard working men at the tournament, and his seat at the 
fire to a Jew. It is the fact that a man is in need that is important.
How to treat a woman:
A very important trait of the ideal of masculinity that Scott presents throughout the novel, is how a 
man has to treat a woman, and behave in their presence. One example of this is when Waldemar 
Fitzurse, one of prince Johns loyal followers, talks about the choices of a knight,
"I know no right of chivalry," he said, "more precious or inalienable than that of each free 
knight to choose his lady-love by his own judgement. My daughter courts distinction from 
no one; and in her own character, and in her own sphere, will never fail to receive the full 
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proportion of that which is her due." (Scott, 1820: 83).
Fitzurse says that it is up to the knight to court the women, not the other way around. It is the man 
who has to act, and also it seems that it is by following ideal of chivalry that a man gets this right 
and thus a man who is not chivalrous might not have this right. What Fitzurse might mean by this 
could be that only a knight could have this right, and thus his argument is more about a man's 
position in society, than his chivalrous behaviour. 
This idea of behaving in a certain way towards women can also be seen in the way Locksley and his
men greets Lady Rowena, the daughter Cedric, after the battle at Front-de-Boeuf's castle,
As Rowena bent her steed towards Locksley's seat, that bold yeoman, with all his followers, 
rose to receive her, as if by a general instinct of courtesy. (Scott, 1820: 273).
They instinctively know how to courteously greet a woman, it seems that it is so big a part of their 
way of behaving that they do not think about it. They know how to treat a woman and have 
probably learned how to behave, possibly because more of them are disinherited nobles as well as 
Locksley, and thus have been brought up with chivalrous ideals. This can also be seen in how 
Locksley reacts when Rowena thanks them for helping with the fight, 
"God bless you, brave men," she concluded, "God and Our Lady bless you and requite you 
for gallantly perilling yourselves in the cause of the oppressed!—If any of you should 
hunger, remember Rowena has food—if you should thirst, she has many a butt of wine and 
brown ale—and if the Normans drive ye from these walks, Rowena has forests of her own, 
where her gallant deliverers may range at full freedom, and never ranger ask whose arrow 
hath struck down the deer." "Thanks, gentle lady," said Locksley; "thanks from my company
and myself. But, to have saved you requites itself. We who walk the greenwood do many a 
wild deed, and the Lady Rowena's deliverance may be received as an atonement." (Scott, 
1820: 273).
Locksley does not want to take her food, but sees the saving of her as a reward in it self. Here the 
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question of moral comes into play, he sees the rescuing of Rowena as an atonement for all of the 
less favourable actions, he and his men are forced to perform in their position. The saving of the 
'damsel in distress' gets a high value to Locksley, and it is seen by Locksley as being a good deed of
a very high degree. This could also be seen as another example of the temperance that for instance 
Ivanhoe exhibits. Locksley has no interest in the material rewards that Rowena wants to give 
Locksley and his men, what is important to him is that they have done a good deed, and thus can get
some atonement for the work that he and his men have been forced to do, but that he does not 
condone. 
Another example of the importance of saving the damsel in distress for the man who follows what 
is perceived as the chivalrous ideal, is how the Saxon Athelstane goes headstrong after Bois-
Guilbert, as he makes of with Rebecca from the castle, 
Athelstane, who, as the reader knows, was slothful, but not cowardly, beheld the female 
form whom the Templar protected thus sedulously, and doubted not that it was Rowena 
whom the knight was carrying off, in despite of all resistance which could be offered. "By 
the soul of Saint Edward," he said, "I will rescue her from yonder over-proud knight, and he 
shall die by my hand!" (Scott, 1820: 266).
Athelstane nearly ends up loosing his life over this, but the importance of saving Rowena 
overshadows the possible danger. In regards to this example, it might be argued that the reason why 
Athelstane goes after Rebecca's capturer is because he believes the women to be Rowena, whom he 
is betrothed too, and not because of the more moral ideals that Locksley shows. He might not have 
gone after him, had he known that the women was Rebecca. Even though that is the case, he is 
willing to sacrifice himself to save a woman, but his reasons might be a bit more selfish than the 
reason Locksley and his men shows. In his quest to save his bride to be, he seems to lose any idea 
of what is actually going on, and just charges headlong into a confrontation with the abductor of 
Rebecca.
Scott gives the idea that it is the duty of the chivalrous man, to protect and revere women. This is 
parallel to what Burland & Burland writes about chivalry, that it at times were used to shield women
from men. This idea that women needs saving from men is seen several times throughout the novel, 
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for instance when Rebecca and Rowena is imprisoned in Front-de-Boeuf's castle, and later when 
Rebecca is taken prisoner by the Templars, and is saved by Ivanhoe. Scott creates several situations 
where women are put in a situation where only a man can save her. Scott though does not think that 
all attempts at saving women are right, or honourable, the intentions behind the action has to be 
right. He shows some ways of behaving towards women, that are not befitting a chivalrous man. 
Especially in the ways in which Bois-Guilbert treats Rebecca this is apparent. He uses the holy 
scriptures as a way of circumventing his vows to not be with women, and tries to tell Rebecca how 
the Templar's can be with women despite their vows,
[…]thy narrow Jewish prejudices make thee blind to our high privilege. Marriage were an 
enduring crime on the part of a Templar; but what lesser folly I may practise, I shall speedily
be absolved from at the next Preceptory of our Order. Not the wisest of monarchs, not his 
father, whose examples you must needs allow are weighty, claimed wider privileges than we
poor soldiers of the Temple of Zion have won by our zeal in its defence. The protectors of 
Solomon's Temple may claim license by the example of Solomon." "If thou readest the 
Scripture," said the Jewess, "and the lives of the saints, only to justify thine own license and 
profligacy, thy crime is like that of him who extracts poison from the most healthful and 
necessary herbs." (Scott, 1820: 195).
Another example of how Bois-Guilbert fails in his way of treating, and trying to help Rebecca, is 
when he tries to convince Rebecca that he will help her not to get burnt at the stake, 
[…]Thou art condemned to die not a sudden and easy death, such as misery chooses, and 
despair welcomes, but a slow, wretched, protracted course of torture, suited to what the 
diabolical bigotry of these men calls thy crime." "And to whom—if such my fate—to whom 
do I owe this?" said Rebecca "surely only to him, who, for a most selfish and brutal cause, 
dragged me hither, and who now, for some unknown purpose of his own, strives to 
exaggerate the wretched fate to which he exposed me." "Think not," said the Templar, "that I
have so exposed thee; I would have bucklered thee against such danger with my own bosom,
as freely as ever I exposed it to the shafts which had otherwise reached thy life." "Had thy 
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purpose been the honourable protection of the innocent," said Rebecca, "I had thanked thee 
for thy care[…] (Scott, 1820: 340).
In the first example it seems like Bois-Guilbert is ready to bend his vows, to get the reward that he 
thinks he and his order is owed. An argument could be made that he he renounces his position, only 
to satiate his lust. Rebecca compares him to a man making poison from some of the best things in 
creation, he destroys the good word of God, for his own gain,  and then thinks that he will be 
absolved next time there is a gathering of his order. His vows becomes something that he can bend 
when he needs to. Because of his work for God, he believes that he deserves some rewards. His 
own needs takes importance over his vows, and Rebecca seems to have lost all respect for him 
because of it. Another important point is that his intentions were never pure. The same is what is 
being touched upon in the second quote, Bois-Guilbert wants to help Rebecca, but she is not 
interested in help from, because his purpose never was born out of actual love, or a desire to save 
her just for the sake of doing just that. His purpose was never honourable. It seems that he is not in 
a situation where he has the right to help, he does not act chivalrous. As Fitzurse argued, it is the 
right of the chivalrous man to court a women, but as Bois-Guilbert does not act chivalrous, it can be
argued that he has lost this right. Rebecca says that she would have accepted his try to save her if 
his intentions behind it had been honourable, so it seems that to Scott what is important is the 
thoughts behind the action. The fact that Bois-Guilbert is willing to save her is not enough. Scott 
gives the impression that he thinks Bois-Guilbert less of a man than for instance Ivanhoe or 
Locksley, and by extension his behaviour towards Rebecca could be seen as almost anti-manly, it 
goes completely against the ideal that Scott is presenting. Bois-Guilbert has no honour in his pursuit
of her acceptance, because he reduces his own system of believes to a bendable set of rules, that a 
small ritual can mend, and gives up completely on his virtues. In his case it seems that the position 
of knighthood becomes very utilitarian, as Burland & Burland wrote was one of the parts of 
chivalry. It seems that he only adheres to the creeds of his order, as long as it does stop him from 
achieving his goals. He sees chivalry as something that can be turned off when the situation calls for
it. Bois-Guilbert even goes as far as trying to take Rebecca by force,
The eyes of the Templar flashed fire at this reproof—"Hearken," he said, "Rebecca; I have 
hitherto spoken mildly to thee, but now my language shall be that of a conqueror. Thou art 
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the captive of my bow and spear—subject to my will by the laws of all nations; nor will I 
abate an inch of my right, or abstain from taking by violence what thou refusest to entreaty 
or necessity." (Scott,1820: 195-196).
Bois-Guilbert clearly crosses a line, and thinks that it his right that she will give herself to him and 
if he cannot have it, he will take it. He perverts the idea that he, because of his work for God, 
deserves a reward. He does not live up to the ideals of manliness and chivalry that Locksley does by
being respectful towards, and seeing the importance of Rowena. When put next to Ivanhoe and 
Locksley Bois-Guilbert becomes an example of how, even though he has the societal position, a 
man does not live up to the ideal of chivalry.
Protecting the weak, and showing mercy towards your enemy:
The idea of protecting the weak extends beyond the protection of women. It is the duty of the 
chivalrous man in the society that Scott creates to protect the weak, no matter who it is, which is 
also for instance exemplified by how Ivanhoe is helping Isaac when no one else will. King Richard 
says that it is the duty of the knight to help the weaker party,
—"Deny it not, Sir Knight—you are he who decided the victory to the advantage of the 
English against the strangers on the second day of the tournament at Ashby." "And what 
follows if you guess truly, good yeoman?" replied the knight." I should in that case hold 
you," replied the yeoman, "a friend to the weaker party." "Such is the duty of a true knight at
least," replied the Black Champion; "and I would not willingly that there were reason to 
think otherwise of me." (Scott, 1820: 165).
The duty of the Knight is to protect the weak, if then it is protecting women in need or helping an 
old Jew. According to this statement you could argue that a lot of the men in the story does not live 
up to the duty of a true knight completely, they are more interested in winning tournaments than 
helping people, and in the case of the Templar's the weak that is worthy of their help only includes 
Christians. There seems to be a difference in who is seen as the weaker party. Ivanhoe is the only 
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one who helps Isaac, the only one who sees the fact that he is suffering as more import than his 
religious belief. So to follow that line of argumentation you could argue that this might be a 
comment by Scott on the fact that the likes of Front-de-Boeuf and Bois-Guilbert are not true 
knights, they might be knights because of their positions, but they do not live up to all of the virtues 
that it entails. They only help if they can get something from it themselves, either by furthering their
order, or in Front-de-Boeuf's case, to further the Normans position in England. For them the ideals 
of chivalry seems very utilitarian, as already mentioned with Bois-Guilbert. When the ideals does 
not serve their purpose it seems that they forget about them, but instead misuses their societal 
position. 
 Another example of the expectation that chivalrous men are expected to help the weak, is what king
Richard says when he leaves Locksley,
[…]I hold it honoured by being clasped with yours. For he that does good, having the 
unlimited power to do evil, deserves praise not only for the good which he performs, but for 
the evil which he forbears. Fare thee well, gallant Outlaw!" (Scott, 1820: 293).
Richard sees it as the duty of a man with abilities, to use these to do good. Again the focus is very 
much on what actions the man performs. A man who is trained in combat has the ability to exploit it
to gain power. Richard says that simply by the fact that he chooses to do good he diminishes the evil
in the world. That he stands against the temptation of misusing his abilities seems to be honourable 
in itself. It seems that what Richard means is that a chivalrous man has to do good, in any way he 
can. He has to use his abilities to protect the weak, and not misuse them. As Scott himself writes in 
his Essay on chivalry, it is not just about being able to ride a horse and swing around a sword, as he 
writes, “They were not merely respected on account of their wealth or military skill, but were bound
together by a union of a very peculiar character” (Scott, 1834: 5). To follow the ideal of chivalry, 
and be a man of honour, you have to use your abilities for the right reasons.
This also extents to the importance to showing mercy towards your opponents. To stay your hand, 
even though it seems easy to kill your enemy. An example of this is how Richard chooses not to kill
Waldemar Fitzurse, prince Johns advisor, when he captures him, 
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Richard's eyes sparkled with indignation, but his better nature overcame it. He pressed his 
hand against his brow, and remained an instant gazing on the face of the humbled baron, in 
whose features pride was contending with shame. "Thou dost not ask thy life, Waldemar," 
said the King. "He that is in the lion's clutch," answered Fitzurse, "knows it were needless." 
"Take it, then, unasked," said Richard (Scott, 1820: 361).
Fitzurse is ready to die, but Richard gives him his life, even though he does not ask it. Fitzurse  is a 
conspirator towards the crown, and a traitor, but Richard shows mercy. He has him in a position 
where he can no longer scheme against Richard's position. As Scott writes, his better nature 
overcame him. He is in a position where he has humiliated Fitzurse, his honour is wounded, and it 
seems that losing his honour is worse than him dying. There is no need for him to kill him. There is 
no need for Richard to make further claims of his power. 
Another example of the reluctance to kill your enemy, even though he is in a vulnerable situation, is
how De Bracy is unable to kill Ivanhoe, because he is in a weakened and wounded state, it would 
go against his honour,
The ideas of chivalrous honour, which, amidst his wildness and levity, never utterly 
abandoned De Bracy, prohibited him from doing the knight any injury in his defenceless 
condition[...] (Scott, 1820: 239).
He will not kill a defenceless knight. As with Richard, nothing stops him from killing Ivanhoe, only
his believe in his own honour stops him. It seems that both Richard and De Bracy's honour prohibits
them from killing their prisoners, in Richard's case because Fitzurse has lost his honour by being 
exposed, and in De Bracy's case because it would be dishonourable to kill Ivanhoe when he is 
defenceless, it seems that he would only loose honour by doing it. It seems that the argument is that 
if you have to kill your enemy, you not only have to have an honourable reason, but you also have 
to fight him. They have to be able to defend themselves. This might go back to the argument that 
you should not misuse your abilities, even though in these cases martial abilities would make little 
difference, since their enemies are defenceless. Still there is an argument to be made that they 
choose not make use of the power that they have over the lives of others in the situation. 
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When Ivanhoe comes to the aid of Rebecca, even though he is severely injured after the tournament,
the argument is used again, this time by Bois-Guilbert,
"I will not fight with thee at present," said the Templar, in a changed and hollow voice. "Get 
thy wounds healed, purvey thee a better horse, and it may be I will hold it worth my while to
scourge out of thee this boyish spirit of bravado." "Ha! proud Templar," said Ivanhoe, "hast 
thou forgotten that twice didst thou fall before this lance? Remember the lists at Acre—
remember the Passage of Arms at Ashby—remember thy proud vaunt in the halls of 
Rotherwood, and the gage of your gold chain against my reliquary, that thou wouldst do 
battle with Wilfred of Ivanhoe, and recover the honour thou hadst lost! By that reliquary and
the holy relic it contains, I will proclaim thee, Templar, a coward in every court in Europe—
in every Preceptory of thine Order—unless thou do battle without farther delay." Bois-
Guilbert turned his countenance irresolutely towards Rebecca, and then exclaimed, looking 
fiercely at Ivanhoe, "Dog of a Saxon! take thy lance, and prepare for the death thou hast 
drawn upon thee!" (Scott, 1820: 394).
Bois-Guilbert does not want to fight him, when he is wounded, he thinks that it is not worth his time
to fight him in this state and.  As mentioned, if a man cannot defend himself, it is not honourable to 
fight him. Ivanhoe knows that he can beat Bois-Guilbert, because he has done so twice. Ivanhoe 
then starts to attack his honour, and Bois-Guilbert then has to defend himself or he will lose face in 
front of his order. This is probably not that much a question about mercy, but more about the fact 
that Bois-Guilbert probably does not take Ivanhoe's challenge seriously. It seems that he does not 
think that he would even get a challenge when he is in this condition, and only accepts the 
challenge, when his honour is assaulted.
The chivalrous man has to protect the weak, and it is his duty to try and diminish the evil in the 
world, and not misuse his abilities. This is very much in accordance with what Scott himself writes 
about chivalry, it is not simply about having the abilities, but to use them in the right way. At the 
same time he is expected to be merciful when it comes to his enemies, and not kill a defenceless 
enemy. This can be summed up in an ideal that the man is to show compassion for people who are 
in a weak position, whether it is an enemy or a Jew.
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Knighthood, and the importance of the fight:
A thing that Scott shows a being important throughout the novel, is the fight. It seems that it is a 
part his chivalrous ideal to engage in battle, it is an integral part of what makes the knights position 
special.
Ivanhoe himself talks about how a knight lives for fighting, and that his life would be worth nothing
without the thrill of battle, 
[…]Rebecca," he replied, "thou knowest not how impossible it is for one trained to actions 
of chivalry to remain passive as a priest, or a woman, when they are acting deeds of honour 
around him. The love of battle is the food upon which we live—the dust of the 'melee' is the 
breath of our nostrils! We live not—we wish not to live—longer than while we are 
victorious and renowned—Such, maiden, are the laws of chivalry to which we are sworn, 
and to which we offer all that we hold dear." (Scott, 1820: 247).
It seems like Ivanhoe is equating deeds of honour with fighting, it is what gives a knight his renown
and his honour, and without this he would rather be dead. He thinks it impossible not to act when he
is surrounded by what he calls “deeds of honour”, he almost scorns Rebecca for not understanding 
the importance of it. This idea could be another argument for why Richard chooses not to kill 
Fitzurse, if he follows the ideals of Ivanhoe, then he has put Fitzurse in a position where he is no 
longer renowned, and thus has nothing to live for. As mentioned he has lost his honour, and that is 
worse than dying. Ivanhoe seems to really want to participate in the battle, he wants to help protect 
the weak. He has the abilities, but is in a situation where he cannot use them, he does not have the 
choice to use them for good. 
The fact that Rebecca does not understand Ivanhoe's wish to fight and what to gain from it is further
emphasised when she keeps on questioning what the use is for fighting, to which he replies, 
"By the soul of Hereward!" replied the knight impatiently, "thou speakest, maiden, of thou 
knowest not what. Thou wouldst quench the pure light of chivalry, which alone distinguishes
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the noble from the base, the gentle knight from the churl and the savage; which rates our life
far, far beneath the pitch of our honour; raises us victorious over pain, toil, and suffering, 
and teaches us to fear no evil but disgrace. Thou art no Christian, Rebecca; and to thee are 
unknown those high feelings which swell the bosom of a noble maiden when her lover hath 
done some deed of emprize which sanctions his flame. Chivalry!—why, maiden, she is the 
nurse of pure and high affection—the stay of the oppressed, the redresser of grievances, the 
curb of the power of the tyrant—Nobility were but an empty name without her, and liberty 
finds the best protection in her lance and her sword." (Scott, 1820: 248).
She does not understand the fact that chivalry is what elevates the knight in society, the one thing 
that protects liberty and makes sure to keep some semblance of balance in society. It makes him fear
no man and no pain. It seems that in Ivanhoe's opinion chivalry allows a man to perform the 
honourable actions that are asked of him. Because he is a knight he has some abilities that others do 
not, and it is his duty to use these to help the weak and rid the world of evil, as Richard also was 
saying. He also continues the argument that just because you are a knight, it does not mean that you 
are chivalrous. Scott makes a very important distinction between the two, as Ivanhoe says, nobility 
would be nothing without chivalry, which only makes the actions of Bois-Guilbert seem so much 
more the opposite to Scott's ideal of the chivalrous man. Ivanhoe makes the argument that chivalry 
helps the society to not descend into chaos, it is what preserves the liberty of people, and makes 
sure that evil does not run rampart. It seems that he feels somewhat afraid of what would happen to 
society if it would disappear. This shows Scott’s medievalist approach to the ideas of chivalry, he is 
clearly nostalgic, and feels that something would be lost if chivalry was not a part of society. This is
also one the points of his Essay on chivalry, that he sees it as a loss that chivalry has been somewhat
forgotten. As he writes about chivalry, “We can now only look back on it as a beautiful and fantastic
piece of frostwork, which has dissolved in the beams of the sun!” (Scott, 1834: 124). He sees it as a 
beautiful thing, and it seems that he very much would like it to return to society. This also once 
again shows how chivalry can be used to regulate society. It seems like the ideal of chivalry is 
making it honourable to help the weak, and to reflect on ones actions before doing them. It regulates
men’s actions.
Another example of the idea that Ivanhoe talks about, that fighting leads to honour, is seen in how 
Locksley is spurring his men on to press on in the battle at Front-de-Boeuf's castle, 
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"Saint George!" he cried, "Merry Saint George for England!—To the charge, bold yeomen!
—why leave ye the good knight and noble Cedric to storm the pass alone?—make in, mad 
priest, show thou canst fight for thy rosary,—make in, brave yeomen!—the castle is ours, we
have friends within—See yonder flag, it is the appointed signal—Torquilstone is ours!—
Think of honour, think of spoil—One effort, and the place is ours!" With that he bent his 
good bow, and sent a shaft right through the breast of one of the men-at-arms, who, under 
De Bracy's direction, was loosening a fragment from one of the battlements to precipitate on
the heads of Cedric and the Black Knight. A second soldier caught from the hands of the 
dying man the iron crow, with which he heaved at and had loosened the stone pinnacle, 
when, receiving an arrow through his head-piece, he dropped from the battlements into the 
moat a dead man. The men-at-arms were daunted, for no armour seemed proof against the 
shot of this tremendous archer. (Scott, 1820: 260).
He wants his men to push on and take over the castle, for honour and spoils. He himself becomes an
example of the man with exceptional martial abilities, that he utilises to save the oppressed, or in 
this case kidnapped. Even though he is not a knight, he becomes elevated, as Ivanhoe talked about, 
to a form of chivalry. He exhibits courage and the skills that allows him to protect the weak and 
attain honour for himself and his men. He uses his abilities for the right cause. This follows the 
argument of Richard, that it is the man with the abilities duty to use these for good and help the 
weak. In this case helping Rowena, Ivanhoe and Rebecca. What Locksley says could also be seen as
a continuation of Ivanhoe's point, that a man lives for renown, and that renown is obtained through 
fighting. It seems that what he says to his men is that there will be no honour if they let Richard and
Cedric storm the castle alone, they have to participate, or else they will not be a part of the story of 
the battle, and would gain no honour as partaking in the saving of the prisoners of Front-de-Boeuf. 
They have to act.
In connections with this, it seems that the argument that a man deserves a good death, to die 
honourable, is strengthened. But the argument is also made that only men who lives up to the 
chivalrous ideal deserves to die as a chivalrous man. In the end, when Ivanhoe has slain Bois-
Guilbert and Richard shows up to help Rebecca, Ivanhoe says that he would not give Bois-Guilbert 
the Honour of dying by Richards hand,
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"I am too late," he said, looking around him. "I had doomed Bois-Guilbert for mine own 
property.—Ivanhoe, was this well, to take on thee such a venture, and thou scarce able to 
keep thy saddle?" "Heaven, my Liege," answered Ivanhoe, "hath taken this proud man for its
victim. He was not to be honoured in dying as your will had designed." "Peace be with him,"
said Richard, looking steadfastly on the corpse, "if it may be so—he was a gallant knight, 
and has died in his steel harness full knightly.[…] (Scott, 1820: 396).
Both Ivanhoe and Richard sees Bois-Guilbert as a proud and gallant knight, but even though that is 
the case, Ivanhoe will not see him honoured by his death. They respect his positions as a knight, but
does not condone his actions. It might be the case that he is not worthy of the honour of being killed
by the king, because as mentioned earlier Bois-Guilbert does some questionable things, and does 
not live up to the ideal that Scott presents. He is not a man who’s honour is worth preserving. Still 
there is an acknowledgement of the idea that a man should die in battle, he died as a knight 
defending himself, but was defeated by his mortal enemy Ivanhoe once again, this time in a 
wounded state. So he died as a knight, but never regained the honour that Ivanhoe wounded in the 
first place. It seems that Scott makes him pay for the actions that he has performed throughout the 
novel.
The importance of believing in ones abilities:
A trait that is closely connected to the idea that the fight for the right reason is a way to honour, is 
the importance of believing in ones abilities, to believe that you can always win the fight. 
Locksley's behaviour, when he is first introduced in the book at the archery competition is a great 
example of a man believing in his abilities. He is challenged by Prince John, but no matter how 
much his abilities are challenged he is taking it easy and is simply better than his opponents, 
"Thou canst not mend that shot, Locksley," said the Prince, with an insulting smile." I will 
notch his shaft for him, however," replied Locksley. And letting fly his arrow with a little 
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more precaution than before, it lighted right upon that of his competitor, which it split to 
shivers. The people who stood around were so astonished at his wonderful dexterity, that 
they could not even give vent to their surprise in their usual clamour. "This must be the 
devil, and no man of flesh and blood," whispered the yeomen to each other; "such archery 
was never seen since a bow was first bent in Britain." (Scott, 1820: 117).
He does something that is seemingly impossible, as a reply to a shot by his opponent that normally 
would have won the contest. It seems like he does not even make an effort, he is just that good. He 
does not let himself be hassled by Prince John, and keeps his cool. He knows what he is able to do 
and never shows fear that he would not able to do it. The abilities he shows, puts him in a position 
of authority. He becomes elevated to a higher position than his social position would normally grant
him. Also people are getting impressed by him, his renown grows because of his action. This puts 
him in a situation where he is not afraid to make demands of the prince. He uses his new found 
position to make the contest more befitting of his level,
"Let your guards attend me," he said, "if you please—I go but to cut a rod from the next 
willow-bush." Prince John made a signal that some attendants should follow him in case of 
his escape: but the cry of "Shame! shame!" which burst from the multitude, induced him to 
alter his ungenerous purpose. Locksley returned almost instantly with a willow wand about 
six feet in length, perfectly straight, and rather thicker than a man's thumb. He began to peel 
this with great composure, observing at the same time, that to ask a good woodsman to shoot
at a target so broad as had hitherto been used, was to put shame upon his skill. (Scott, 1820: 
117)
It seems that Locksley now makes the rules of the contest, because he is the one to beat. Prince John
has to let him do it, because Locksley has the approval of the spectators, they will not let John's men
observe Locksley. He changes the rules, to a challenge that he knows only he can win. He is so 
confident in his own abilities, that he almost mocks the challenge of the actual contest. He believes 
that his skills was put to shame by the challenge that was presented to him, maybe because it hurt 
his honour that he would not be tested in a way that showed his abilities to their fullest. As 
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mentioned his skills puts him in a position of authority, and he challenges the sovereignty of Prince 
John in his disregard for his position. In this case it might be argued that Locksley simply attends 
the competition for his own gain, but he seems just as much to want to challenge Prince John's 
sovereignty. He in a sense exposes Prince John as a king that goes against the wishes of the people, 
in the way he detests Locksley. The disregard that Locksley shows for Prince John's reign, is also 
shown in how he refers to both King Richard and King Arthur as more worthy rulers than John,
"For his own part," he said, "and in the land where he was bred, men would as soon take for 
their mark King Arthur's round-table, which held sixty knights around it. A child of seven 
years old," he said, "might hit yonder target with a headless shaft; but," added he, walking 
deliberately to the other end of the lists, and sticking the willow wand upright in the ground, 
"he that hits that rod at five-score yards, I call him an archer fit to bear both bow and quiver 
before a king, an it were the stout King Richard himself." (Scott, 1820: 117).
He again challenges Prince Johns position, by both mentioning King Arthur and King Richard. If a 
man can hit the willow wand he is fit to be an archer for the King, but not for any King, for King 
Richard, not King John, if that would become a reality. Locksley generally exhibits no problem with
going against the Princes wishes, and tell him directly that he thinks that Richard is the rightful 
King of England. It seems that what he says is that Prince John is neither on the level of Richard or 
Arthur, even his men is seen as being of less worth than a child at Arthur's court. Locksley is not 
afraid to stand by his convictions, even though he could face a backlash from John, but since he is 
not the rightful king, Locksley is not a traitor to the throne. He keeps his loyalty towards the rightful
King. Locksley once again invokes Richard when John asks him to join him as one of his men,
"These twenty nobles," he said, "which, with the bugle, thou hast fairly won, are thine own; 
we will make them fifty, if thou wilt take livery and service with us as a yeoman of our body
guard, and be near to our person. For never did so strong a hand bend a bow, or so true an 
eye direct a shaft." "Pardon me, noble Prince," said Locksley; "but I have vowed, that if ever
I take service, it should be with your royal brother King Richard. These twenty nobles I 
leave to Hubert, who has this day drawn as brave a bow as his grandsire did at Hastings. 
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Had his modesty not refused the trial, he would have hit the wand as well I." Hubert shook 
his head as he received with reluctance the bounty of the stranger, and Locksley, anxious to 
escape further observation, mixed with the crowd, and was seen no more. (Scott, 1820: 118).
He will not accept the Princes offer, it seems that he does not think that he is worthy of his abilities, 
only Richard is. As we find out later Locksley is a disinherited noble, that seems to have lost his 
land and title because of Prince John, which might strengthen his resolve against Prince John. 
Hubert, his opponent, on the other hand, he respects because he actually tried and got put in a bad 
situation. He showed abilities and tried his best, and he gives him his reward. Here he shows 
temperance as Ivanhoe did with the squires, and does not find his reward in the monetary reward he 
has won, but it seems, in the challenge of Prince John, and in the way he has exposed him. These 
examples shows how having abilities gives Locksley a position of authority, which his place in 
society does not grant him. It puts him in a situation where he, in relative safety, can challenge the 
Prince. Following Ivanhoe's argument about chivalry, he is elevated through his abilities and by 
keeping his loyalty towards King Richard, whom he sees as the rightful king of England. He never 
gives up on his convictions.
Ivanhoe also exhibits a believe in his own abilities throughout the novel, this is especially seen in 
his interactions with Bois-Guilbert. After Ivanhoe has won the tournament at Ashby, he proclaims 
that they will meet again and that he is certain that he will win, 
"We shall meet again, I trust," said the Templar, casting a resentful glance at his antagonist; 
"and where there are none to separate us." "If we do not," said the Disinherited Knight, "the 
fault shall not be mine. On foot or horseback, with spear, with axe, or with sword, I am alike
ready to encounter thee." (Scott, 1820: 75).
He is ready and able whenever Bois-Guilbert is. He does not see it as a possibility that he will lose, 
he knows that he is better. He makes it clear that he will seek any possibility to fight him. He wants 
to finish their fight, possibly by one of them dying. Ivanhoe makes it clear that in whatever 
discipline Bois-Guilbert chooses, Ivanhoe will beat him. He himself knows what his abilities are, 
and knows that they surpass the abilities of Bois-Guilbert. Ivanhoe also makes it clear how he, as a 
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knight that has been to the crusades, thinks that the English knights that were part of the crusades, 
were the most skilful of the knights in the holy land, 
"Second to NONE," said the Pilgrim, who had stood near enough to hear, and had listened to
this conversation with marked impatience. All turned toward the spot from whence this 
unexpected asseveration was heard. "I say," repeated the Pilgrim in a firm and strong voice, 
"that the English chivalry were second to NONE who ever drew sword in defence of the 
Holy Land. I say besides, for I saw it, that King Richard himself, and five of his knights, 
held a tournament after the taking of St John-de-Acre, as challengers against all comers. I 
say that, on that day, each knight ran three courses, and cast to the ground three antagonists."
(Scott, 1820: 39).
He thinks that the English knights were by far the best of all. They were able to defeat all other 
knights, in a tournament. And was lead by King Richard, whom it seems that Ivanhoe holds in very 
high regard. This could be argued to help Ivanhoe's conviction that he will be able to defeat Bois-
Guilbert, because he has done it once already. He is in the company of a Norman knight who has 
been to the Crusades, and has still not been exposed as being Ivanhoe, but still he is not afraid to 
challenge Bois-Guilbert. This might be to assert the honour of his fellow Englishmen that took part 
in the Crusade, and probably also his own. It seem important to Ivanhoe that not only the Norman 
knights gets the recognition. As mentioned the renown of a man is most important to him. Thus it 
could be seen as disgracing the abilities of the English knights, not to remember their deeds.
This whole idea that a man’s abilities grants some sense of chivalry and masculinity, also seems to 
have some connection with different training and heritage of a man. When the castle of Front-de-
Boeuf is attacked by Locksley and his men, the Templar De Bracy makes the argument that only a 
noble would be able to lead such an attack,
"By the faith of mine order," he said, "these men approach with more touch of discipline 
than could have been judged, however they come by it. See ye how dexterously they avail 
themselves of every cover which a tree or bush affords, and shun exposing themselves to the
shot of our cross-bows? I spy neither banner nor pennon among them, and yet will I gage 
my golden chain, that they are led on by some noble knight or gentleman, skilful in the 
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practice of wars." (Scott, 1820: 228).
He cannot believe that anything else is the case, because you have to be schooled in how fight like 
this and in his opinion only nobles are getting that training. If we look at the characters that plays a 
leading part in battles and tournaments throughout the novel, they are almost entirely knights. 
Locksley is not, but he is a disinherited noble, so he has probably had the training that De Bracy 
talks about. So there can be made an argument that Scott creates a picture of the able noble knight 
who is trained in the art of war and thus is able to act chivalrous, help the weak and stand by his 
convictions. It is part of being a man in the society Scott creates. This also fits with the image of 
Scott's own society Mangan & Walvin gives. The idea that not everyone in society knew how, or 
were interested in the ideals of masculinity. The idea that the lower part of society is not educated in
the way that the higher parts are, is something Scott knows from his own contemporary society. In 
this instance the question is about physical and tactical abilities, but nonetheless comparable to the 
idea that there is an ideal of masculinity, that has to be learned. This seems to be a requirement that 
both the ideal of chivalry and the gentleman shares. Nobility in itself though seems not always to be
enough to give credibility to a man. This for instance shown when Front-de-Boeuf will give Isaac 
his word on his ransom, 
"I will pay," he said, "the thousand pounds of silver—That is," he added, after a moment's 
pause, "I will pay it with the help of my brethren; for I must beg as a mendicant at the door 
of our synagogue ere I make up so unheard-of a sum.—When and where must it be 
delivered?" "Here," replied Front-de-Boeuf, "here it must be delivered—weighed it must be
—weighed and told down on this very dungeon floor.—Thinkest thou I will part with thee 
until thy ransom is secure?" "And what is to be my surety," said the Jew, "that I shall be at 
liberty after this ransom is paid?" "The word of a Norman noble, thou pawn-broking slave," 
answered Front-de-Boeuf; "the faith of a Norman nobleman, more pure than the gold and 
silver of thee and all thy tribe." "I crave pardon, noble lord," said Isaac timidly, "but 
wherefore should I rely wholly on the word of one who will trust nothing to mine?" (Scott, 
1820: 180).
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Isaac is not prepared to take Front-de-Boeuf's word at face value, whereas Front-de-Boeuf sees the 
word of a noble man itself to be security enough. This can be seen as a clash of two parts of society.
In Front-de-Boeuf's opinion his word in itself is good enough simply because of his position in 
society, his heritage makes his word more trustworthy. Isaac on the other hand expects Front-de-
Boeuf to believe his words as well, if Isaac is to trust the word of Front-de-Boeuf, Front-de-Boeuf 
has to trust his. For Isaac the position of Front-de-Boeuf is not enough, he has not shown that he is 
trustworthy. Their opinions about what makes a word trustworthy are not the same. As mentioned 
Scott makes a connection between heritage and abilities, but in this instance Isaac does not take 
Front-de-Boeuf's heritage to make him more of a man. It could also be argued that in this case 
Front-de-Boeuf is misusing his power, to get money from Isaac. His intentions are purely to further 
his own gain. As Ivanhoe said, Nobility without chivalry is nothing, and this seems to be a case of 
that exact point. It can be argued that Front-de-Boeuf does not act according to the ideal that Scott 
portrays, and thus Isaac does not want to trust him.
Loyalty and disregard for ones life. 
Even though it seems that most characters who has the traits of Scott's ideal of chivalry, are either 
Knights or nobles, there are characters in the novel that shows some chivalrous traits, though they 
are neither of those. Two characters that especially falls into this category is the two slaves of 
Cedric, Gurth and Wamba. Gurth as mentioned also becomes the squire of Ivanhoe. Gurth exhibits 
great courage at times, in the situation already mentioned, where he is detained by Locksley and his 
men, he tries to get away from them before they can still the valuables that he carries, 
A light was procured accordingly, and the robber proceeded to examine the purse. The others
crowded around him, and even two who had hold of Gurth relaxed their grasp while they 
stretched their necks to see the issue of the search. Availing himself of their negligence, by a 
sudden exertion of strength and activity, Gurth shook himself free of their hold, and might 
have escaped, could he have resolved to leave his master's property behind him. But such 
was no part of his intention. He wrenched a quarter-staff from one of the fellows, struck 
down the Captain, who was altogether unaware of his purpose, and had well-nigh 
repossessed himself of the pouch and treasure. The thieves, however, were too nimble for 
him, and again secured both the bag and the trusty Gurth. (Scott, 1820: 97).
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And again at the attack on Front-de-Boeuf's castle, he jumps to the rescue of Cedric, “The faithful 
Gurth indeed sprung forward on the planked bridge, to warn Cedric of his impending fate, or to 
share it with him.” (Scott, 1820: 261). He shows great loyalty and courage, and that he does not care
about his own life, he is ready to endanger himself for his masters, be it Cedric or Ivanhoe. 
Comparing to characters such as Locksley and Ivanhoe, he does not have any special skills, but he 
has his loyalty and courage, and it seems that Scott also sees this as being as important as what the 
more trained characters shows. This could be seen as him defending his honour. His honour might 
not be the same as that of the men that has a higher position in society than him, but he is loyal, so 
loyal that he is ready to give his life for Ivanhoe and Cedric. As the quote about him being detained 
by Locksley men says, he could have escaped if he had not taken his master money with him, but he
wants to save his masters property, he wants to do his job. It is more important to him to complete 
his job, than saving his own life. His honour as squire is at stake.
Wamba is also ready to sacrifice himself for his master, he is willing to take Cedric’s place as a 
prisoner in Front-de-Boeuf's castle,
"By my faith," said Cedric, "I should know that voice!" "It is that of your trusty slave and 
jester," answered Wamba, throwing back his cowl. "Had you taken a fool's advice formerly, 
you would not have been here at all. Take a fool's advice now, and you will not be here 
long." "How mean'st thou, knave?" answered the Saxon. "Even thus," replied Wamba; "take 
thou this frock and cord, which are all the orders I ever had, and march quietly out of the 
castle, leaving me your cloak and girdle to take the long leap in thy stead." "Leave thee in 
my stead!" said Cedric, astonished at the proposal; "why, they would hang thee, my poor 
knave." "E'en let them do as they are permitted," said Wamba; "I trust—no disparagement to
your birth—that the son of Witless may hang in a chain with as much gravity as the chain 
hung upon his ancestor the alderman." (Scott, 1820: 209).
Wamba knows that his actions very likely could lead to him being hanged, but still he takes Cedric's
position. It seem like Wamba knows, that his death would be less important than Cedric's death. his 
life is less worth than Cedric's. As with Gurth, his loyalty trumps the danger he might be facing. 
Again this can be seen as an example of Scott's own society, in this case the attempts that were 
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made to try and spread the ideas of the ideal man. As Mangang & Walvin noted, there was being 
done a lot of work in the 19th century to spread the ideal of the gentleman amongst the lower class, 
this might be the case with Gurth and Wamba. They are not educated in the ideal of chivalry, but 
they have picked up some of the traits, possibly simply by looking at how their masters behave. not 
that Gurth or Wamba as such lives according to Scott's ideal, but they have some of the traits of the 
chivalrous man. They are of the lower class, but still understands something about the importance 
of honour. 
Another example of this is the Jew Isaac. He is a part of a race considered the lowest of the lowest 
in society, and in most of the novel Scott creates an image of him being mostly preoccupied with his
money and economical position, but at times even he is given positive manly traits. When he is 
faced with the man who has captured his daughter, Front-de-Boeuf, he is showing a willingness to 
part with all he owns, 
“Take all that you have asked," said he, "Sir Knight—take ten times more—reduce me to 
ruin and to beggary, if thou wilt,—nay, pierce me with thy poniard, broil me on that furnace, 
but spare my daughter, deliver her in safety and honour!—As thou art born of woman, spare 
the honour of a helpless maiden—She is the image of my deceased Rachel, she is the last of 
six pledges of her love—Will you deprive a widowed husband of his sole remaining 
comfort?—Will you reduce a father to wish that his only living child were laid beside her 
dead mother, in the tomb of our fathers?" (Scott, 1820: 181).
He will give Front-de-Boeuf all his money and still let him torture him as he will. At the moment 
Isaac knows that his daughter has been taken prisoner by Front-de-Boeuf, the only thing that 
matters to him is to find a way of freeing her. Faced with the certain death of his daughter he shows 
that he knows what is most valuable. In his case it is not because of loyalty, but because of a fathers 
love for his daughter. His life is nothing worth without his daughter in it. He shows a willingness to 
sacrifice himself for what he sees as being the most valuable in the world. 
Scott throughout the novel creates an ideal of a man that shows abilities, loyalty, courage, 
compassion, virtues and strong convictions. It seems that to be a good man you do not have to have 
all of these, but it depends on how you act with the traits and abilities that you have. Bois-Guilbert 
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for instance has all the abilities and the training in being a knight, but his intentions are not 
honourable, and he misuses his position. He ends up using his abilities for his own gain, and thus 
Scott portrays him as the opposite of his ideal, whereas Ivanhoe, Locksley and Richard uses their 
abilities to save the weak, for instance the damsel in distress. So it seems that just being a knight is 
not enough, as Scott wrote in his Essay on chivalry, “They were not merely respected on account of 
their wealth or military skill, but were bound together by a union of a very peculiar character” 
(Scott, 1834: 5). Thus it also seems that being a man and being chivalrous is not only something 
that a knight can be. Locksley shows ability and moral convictions and Gurth and Wamba shows 
courage and loyalty. It is very much about your actions, not that much about your position society.
Discussion:
The ideal of masculinity that is portrayed in Ivanhoe, seems very nostalgic. The ideal of a man that 
Scott presents has to show different traits. Among these traits are temperance, and it seems that to 
the ideal man, material rewards are not that important. The man that follows Scott's ideal, should 
care more for his renown and honour, than his money and other worldly possession. Especially 
Ivanhoe and Locksley exhibits temperance in different parts of the story. Ivanhoe when he is 
receiving the reward for the jousting competition that he has attended. He does not want his 
adversaries armaments, because it seems that it is not important to him. he sees no need to take it 
from them. He has won the competition, and that is what seems to matter to him. He has gained the 
honour and renown of being the winner. Locksley also will not accept material rewards, in his case 
from Rowena when him and his men have saved her. She offers them food, drink and a safe forest 
to inhabit, but the honour of saving her is enough in itself. It is more important to him to be able to 
make up for some of the horrible acts that he has been forced to do, because he has been forced into 
a position as an outlaw. He also shows this at the archery competition, as Ivanhoe does. Locksley 
does not want to accept the reward he is getting from winning the archery competition. It might be 
argued that this is because he does not think of Prince John as the rightful ruler of England, and thus
will accept rewards from him, but in any case it seems that he does not attend the competition to 
win a reward. It seems that the reason for him attending the competition, is to challenge Prince 
John.
The ideal man also have to show generosity. As Ivanhoe does towards the squires of the knights he 
has won over, and the working men. He gives them half of his price money. It is also showed when 
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he helps Isaac, when he first comes to Rotherwood, by giving him his seat and some food.
It is evident throughout my analysis that what is important to Scott, is how a man acts. It seems to 
be very much the actions of the man that gives him his position. An example of this is how a man is 
expected to treat a woman. He has to have the right intentions toward her. Scott gives a great 
example of how not to do this, with the character of Bois-Guilbert, who clearly has the wrong 
intentions towards Rebecca. He only wants her to satiate his lust, and is ready to bend his vows to 
the Templar Order, because he feels that he is owed the reward of being with her. He comes across, 
in the way he treats Rebecca as almost the antithesis to the ideal man. Rebecca herself says when he
tries to help escape being burned at the fire, that if his intentions had been noble from the beginning,
then she might accept his help, but since he has acted as he have, she does not want his help. 
Locksley and his men on the other shows a way of treating a woman with respect. Bois-Guilbert can
be seen as what Scott is afraid men might turn into, if they are not following his ideal of chivalry. 
When he is killed by Ivanhoe, and is not given the honour of dying by the hand of the King, it 
seems that he becomes something of cautionary tale. If you do not live honourably, you do not 
deserve to die in this way.
The way a man is supposed to treat women, seems closely connected with the idea of protecting the 
weak. As Richard says, it is the duty of the knight to use of his abilities to do so. Athelstane jumps 
into battle, and dies in trying to save Rebecca, and Locksley pushes his men forward in the attack so
as to save Rowena, Ivanhoe and Rebecca. This is also seen in how Ivanhoe helps Isaac, even though
he is a Jew. Maybe there could be made an argument that for the ideal chivalrous man, class and 
race should have no meaning. Ivanhoe reacts on the suffering of an old man, but it seems that this is
not commonplace in the society that Scott creates. The man seemingly has to be able to look past 
such things, and focus on helping the weak.
The chivalrous man also has to show mercy towards his enemy. This is for instance shown in how 
Richard chooses not to kill Waldemar Fitzurse, even though he is a traitor. It seems that Richard 
does not think it necessary to kill him, he has been exposed and his honour has been wounded, and 
the argument seems to be that honour is more important than life. It also seems that there is no 
honour in killing a defenceless man. De Bracy will not kill Ivanhoe, because he is in a weakened 
state, and Bois-Guilbert does not want to fight Ivanhoe when he comes to save Rebecca, because he
is not fully capable. The latter two examples points to the fact, that a fight between knights, has to 
be a good fight, where neither part of the fight has their abilities imparted in anyway. Only then is it 
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a truly honourable fight. This is interesting seen in contrast to what Scott writes about duels in his 
Essay on chivalry. He is clearly feeling that duels are not honourable, but the fight between two 
able knights are. He calls it a Gothic way of dealing with disputes, Gothic in this sense possibly 
meaning barbaric. This might be because of the use of firearms in duels, and the fact that maybe 
Scott means that this means that everyone can do it, it does not need the same training as the knights
had. Still the way to men are fighting against each other seems to matter a lot to whether it is 
honourable or not.
In connection with the fact that the fight between two able knights are seen as honourable, it seems 
that there is given a lot of importance to believing in ones abilities. This is for example shown in 
how Ivanhoe is certain that he can win over Bois-Guilbert, and how he also thinks it important to 
make sure that his fellow English knights are getting the recognition they deserve. It seems that 
along with the importance of believing in ones abilities, it is important for your renown that people 
know how good you are at what you do. When Locksley is attending the archery contest, and does 
something seemingly impossible, like it is second nature to him, his abilities gives him a position of
authority and puts him in a situation where he can challenge the Prince. Ivanhoe himself talks about 
how important the fight is to chivalrous man, the man of abilities. He gives the impression that it is 
what he lives for. He equates combat for the right reasons with deeds of honour. He sees chivalry as 
the thing that elevates a man from the rabble. He argues that nobility is nothing without chivalry. It 
seems that the chivalrous man has to have the abilities to fight, but at the same time has to act in 
accordance with the ideals of chivalry, he has to use these abilities for good. This argument follows 
directly from Scott's Essay on Chivalry, as mentioned before, he writes about how knights had to 
act in a certain way, not just ride a horse.   
Along with this it seems that the ideal of chivalry also entails the show of disregard for ones life, if 
someone in need can be saves someone, or, in the case of Gurth, if the stealing of something is 
stopping him from finishing his job. These actions, seems to be very much an example of loyalty, 
and is especially shown through the actions of Gurth and Wamba, who both are not knights or 
nobles, they are slaves, but still they show some chivalrous traits. Gurth lays his life on the line to 
save Ivanhoe's money, and later to save Cedric's life. Wamba is also willing to put his life on the 
line to save Cedric's life, he is willing to take his place as a prisoner in Front-de-Boeuf's castle. Also
Isaac shoes that he is willing to give his life for his daughter, when he is confronted with her 
kidnapper. It seems that the traits that is given to people of lower stature in society by Scott, is very 
much that of loyalty, or in Isaac's case, the love of a parent. The disregard for ones life though, is 
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also something that Ivanhoe shows, when he comes to the rescue of Rebecca even though he is not 
completely healed from his wounds yet. 
Scott's ideal man, as I have found it through my analysis of Ivanhoe, seems to be a man who has the
abilities to act, but very importantly uses these for good, he knows the value of temperance and that 
his honour and renown is more important to him than his worldly possession. He has to protect the 
weak, and treat woman in the right way, and when faced with a chance to save someone of a weaker
party, he has to help not matter if he is wounded or can lose his life over it. Scott's ideal seems very 
much to be an ideal of the able man, but what seems to be really important is how he uses these 
abilities. It is clear that according to the ideal of chivalry Scott presents, it is the duty of the 
chivalrous man to use his abilities to rid the world of evil in the world. As Ivanhoe says about 
chivalry,
Chivalry!—why, maiden, she is the nurse of pure and high affection—the stay of the 
oppressed, the redresser of grievances, the curb of the power of the tyrant[…] (Scott, 1820: 
248). 
Chivalry is to help the oppressed, the ones in need. Especially in a situation like in the novel where 
they are oppressed by tyrant, Prince John. Another interesting point that Ivanhoe makes is that, as 
mentioned, without chivalry, nobility would be nothing but a shallow title. Again it seems that the 
argument is that it is about actions and how to behave. It seems that according to Scott's ideal, 
chivalry is not something you are born into. This whole idea of the importance of how a man 
behaves, and why he performs the actions that he does, is very much in sync with what Scott says 
about chivalry in his essay, 
They were not merely respected on account of their wealth or military skill, but were bound 
together by a union of a very peculiar character […] it was necessary he should spend a 
certain time in a subordinate situation, attendant upon some knight of eminence, observing 
the conduct of his master, as what must in future be the model of his own, and practising the 
virtues of humility, modesty, and temperance, until called upon to display those of a higher 
order. (Scott, 1834: 5).
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I have referenced this quote more than once during the analysis, and discussion, since it seems to be
central to Scott's idea of chivalry. It is not enough to be able to ride a horse, or have an 
understanding of military strategy, what is important is how a man is utilising these. I would make 
the argument that this point exactly is central to the ideal of masculinity that Scott presents 
throughout the novel. For instance it seems that most of what differentiates a character like Ivanhoe 
form a character like Bois-Guilbert, is how they are making use of their abilities. Ivanhoe uses his 
abilities to further his honour, help the weak of society and to save Rebecca from being burned. 
Bois-Guilbert on the other hand uses his abilities to further his own gain. Granted his reason for 
fighting Ivanhoe seems to be because he has wounded his honour several times by defeating him, 
but the way he behaves towards Rebecca, and his intentions towards her, seems very much to 
against the way a man is expected to act, it comes across as being the opposite of chivalrous. It also 
seems in that sense that it is very important that a man holds on to his virtues and convictions, even 
in a position where it could mean the death for him. Locksley is publicly challenging Prince John, 
and keeps the conviction that he is the wrong, even though he could be seen as a traitor. In the case 
of Bois-Guilbert though he is very quick to throw away the vows he has given to the Templar Order,
only to satiate his own lust. It seems that to him his vows only mean something, as long as they are 
helping him. He also somewhat gives the impression that he maybe has done so before, or anyway 
knows of somebody in his order who has. He knows the procedures for atoning for it, and to him it 
seems like a small ritual will make it all good again. He clearly does not live up to Scott's ideal.
Locksley and Ivanhoe on the other hand seems to live up to Scott's ideal. Locksley for instance 
shows that he has a very certain way of approaching his work, he does not just steal from anyone, 
and know who he feels it is right to steal from. This can be seen as him living up to what Richard 
says the duty of a real knight is, “I should in that case hold you," replied the yeoman, "a friend to 
the weaker party." "Such is the duty of a true knight at least, […]" (Scott, 1820: 165). Locksley is a 
friend to the weaker party, and he only steals from people that he thinks deserves it. He wont steal 
from Gurth, because Ivanhoe is in the same position as he is. He could seen as part of the weaker 
party, as he is also oppressed by Prince John, just as Locksley is. Ivanhoe also shows that he is the 
friend of the weaker party when he comes to the rescue of Rebecca, but also when he shows 
generosity towards the working men at the tournament, and also in the fact that he chooses to help 
Isaac, and pays him back for the amour he has bought him. He treats a Jew as a person, which 
seems to be a big deal in the society that Scott is portraying. He also chooses to make Gurth, who is 
                                                                                                                                                  44 Af 56
Kasper Lund Hjorth                                    Depth module                                             MA2 Fall 
2014
slave of his fathers, his squire and shows great loyalty towards him. The heritage of a man does not 
mean anything to him, only if he is honourable. 
This argument is extended by the fact that there seems to be a point that a man's heritage, does not 
necessarily mean that he can be trusted. This fact is shown as well by how Isaac reacts to Front-de-
Boeuf's word, when he is bargaining for the ransom of his life. Front-de-Boeuf thinks that his 
heritage should be enough for Isaac to take him upon his word, but Isaac does not agree, since 
Front-de-Boeuf does not trust anything he says. So again, nobility is nothing without chivalry. This 
seems to a very important argument of Scott's, that you need to conduct yourself in the right way, if 
you do not do that, then it does not matter. This might also be why characters who are not knights or
noble of birth are exhibiting traits of chivalry. Gurth, Wamba and Isaac all show traits like loyalty 
and the willingness to give up their own life, to save something or someone they find important. It 
is quite interesting though, that most of the leading characters of the novel are either knights or 
nobles, Ivanhoe and Richard are knights, and Richard is also king, and Locksley is a noble who has 
lost his land and position. They are mostly the ones who acts, and even though others are given 
chivalrous traits, it seems that they manifests themselves when they are trying to help a noble or 
knight. It even seems like Wamba is recognising that his life is worth less than Cedric's, when he 
offers to take his place as prisoner. But the argument seems to be that you do not have to have any 
kind of noble heritage, to be chivalrous. There seems though to be made an argument that you have 
to have the abilities to act, only then can you protect the weak and what else is expected of a 
chivalrous man. Thus an argument could be made that characters such as Gurth are doing what is 
within their power, and that they are not able to do more because of their lack of abilities. As 
mentioned in the analysis De Bracy makes the argument that Locksley's men has to be leaded by a 
noble, because else they would not be able to fight in the coordinated way they do. It seems that 
even though it is the actions of the man that is important, his heritage is given some importance to, 
because he has to have the abilities to act, which it seems only noble are given the training in. This 
is quite comparable to the Victorian society, where there was a big group of people who did not 
have the time to ponder what a real man was. The ideal of the gentleman had a hard time reaching 
the lower classes, and this would possibly had been even harder in the middle ages. Chivalry seems 
to be an ideal for the nobility, even though you do not have to be of noble birth to act chivalrous. 
This way of looking at masculinity could be seen as Scott being nostalgic for the way men were in 
the olden days, in the middle ages. It seems that he sees chivalrous man as an ideal that every man 
should try to live up to. This can be seen in the way he talks about chivalry in his essay on chivalry, 
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where it is clear that he sees it as a loss that chivalry is not something that is a part of society any 
more. It seems like something he would very much like to see a return of, and that he feels would be
beneficial to the society he lives in. He takes on a romantic medievalist approach, he follows what 
Fay writes that medievalism in the Victorian period came to denote, “'medievalism during the 
Victorian period comes to denote the sentimentalized imagining of the paternalistic medieval that 
developed in popular culture from the Romantic comprehension of the past.” (Fay, 2002: 2). He has 
a clear romantic and positive nostalgic approach to the middle ages. He creates an image of the 
middle ages where chivalrous knights and nobles are fighting against the oppression of their land, 
where the knights are saving damsels in distress, and are performing deeds of honour. A society 
where a man is measured by his actions, more than by his heritage or position in society. His way of
doing this can clearly be seen as being medievalist, but it is important to note that the concept 
medievalism, did not exist yet, but the approach to the past, was seen before the name of the 
movement came to be used.
The ideal of masculinity that Scott portrays in Ivanhoe, could be seen as a reaction to what was 
going on in the British society at the time of release. Scott experienced the changes of society into 
an empire, and from an agricultural society into more of an industrial society. The whole idea of 
what it meant to be a man, had to be rethought, because the man no longer was the farmer that 
provided for his family, or a noble who had gotten his position by his heritage. The whole new idea 
of an imperial gentleman, was something that changed the way the position of the man was seen in 
society. It seems that maybe Scott was not to keen on these changes, and wanted society to 
rediscover the ideal of chivalry, maybe because he saw it as an answer to the challenges society was
facing. He might also have been a believer in what Karla Knutson writes about, the fact that 
chivalry was seen as something inherently English. If this is the case he might have seen it as 
important to hold on to, and maybe as a way of preserving englishness, in a society faced with new 
cultural inputs from its colonies. He might have been scared that the English way would disappear, 
but there is nothing of what I have read from him that supports this claim. It is in anyway clear that 
he shows an interest in chivalry, and wants it to return to the consciousness of men. 
Sir Walter Scott could be seen as a proponent of the idea that maybe there is no need for a new ideal
of masculinity, because the old ways of chivalry can fill the void. Maybe he thought that a society 
of Ivanhoes and Locksleys would be better for everyone, or in any case a society where men would 
share their virtues.
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Even though this might be the case, and that there could be made an argument that the novel is 
simply an example of Scott's romantic nostalgia of times gone by, the ideal of chivalry that he 
presents still fits in with some parts of the ideals for the new man that emerged. The whole idea of 
man who knows the world, and who is able to move between different groups, being it social or 
cultural, and not be out of place in any, fits to some degree with some of Scott's characters. Ivanhoe 
shows that he has a knowledge of the way his own society is build. He knows the work of the squire
and knows how to help them complete their job, even though he does not want to accept the reward 
from their masters. It could also be argued, that because of his travels with the crusades he maybe 
have met Jews, and knows more of their custom than people in England at the period normally did, 
and thus he is able to think of Jews in another way than most of his peers. He has maybe had an 
experience that has prompted him not to be as scared of Jews, as many others seems to be. This can 
be seen as being comparable to the men who came to the colonies, they where faced with a new 
culture, and new customs, and had to be able to understand them, as to be able to work in the 
society of the colonies. With the Jews in the novel it is the other way around, Isaac and Rebecca are 
outsiders in a society that does not understand them, and generally dislikes them. It can be argued 
that Ivanhoe has knowledge of the world, and that it makes him able to understand Isaac and 
Rebecca's position. He has not attended a school, as Wellesley wanted the men going to the colonies
to do, but he has seen parts of the world, and this has possibly given him knowledge comparable to 
what the imperial gentleman would learn in a school. Locksley also shows that he knows how his 
society works, he recognises Ivanhoe's position as comparable to his own, and thus will not rob 
from him. He knows who in society is the oppressor and who are the oppressed. He has a social 
awareness that enables him to make informed decisions about whom to steal from. It seems though 
that Locksley knowledge are mostly about his own world, of England, and not that much about the 
world outside. Thus it seems to me that having knowledge of the world is not necessarily a part of 
Scott's ideal, for him, as mentioned, it seems to be much more about how a man acts, it is important 
for him to know why he acts, and to act for the right reasons, but it is more a question about using 
your abilities for good, and not at the same level engage with an unknown part of the world. Though
this is the case, it seems that there can be made an argument, that knowledge is enabling characters 
to make more informed decisions about how to use their abilities, and in that sense it seems quite 
comparable to the company men, who had to deal with the Indians. There are traces to be found of 
Wellesley's gentleman in the novel, in that it seems important to have some sort of knowledge, but 
not as much of foreign cultures, than of your own culture. 
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Another difference is that Scott is very preoccupied with abilities and actions, whereas it seems that 
for the gentleman it is more about education, and having the appropriate schooling. The gentleman 
has to act in a certain way as mentioned, for instance by living earnest, selfless or later by stoicism 
and hardiness, but he is not expected to have physical abilities in the same way, and to come to the 
aid of the weak. Scott's ideal man seems to have to have the abilities to act, and to use these abilities
for good, all the while he is living up to virtues of temperance, modesty and humility. So even 
though they follow some of the same virtues, Scott's ideal, the chivalrous man, seems to be much 
more physical than the Victorian gentleman. Wellesley's idea is much more about how to be able to 
run a colony, in a satisfactory way, to create a class of men, who could deal with the colonial 
societies, without it ending in troublesome confrontations with the natives. At home in Britain it 
seems that the focus was on a man’s education, the knowledge he could acquire by reading books. It
seems that there was an idea that by getting a man to read the right books, he would learn how to 
behave himself in the right way, this along with the education of the schools and other institutions, 
would mould boys into the ideal gentleman. There is clearly a difference in how men are expected 
to live up to the ideals of masculinity, but in both examples it is about how a man is behaving, on 
account of the abilities that he has acquired through either reading the right books, or by learning 
how to be a real knight or noble in the case of the characters from Ivanhoe. In both cases it seems 
that the ideals are created to in a way try to make men act in the right way. Chivalry possibly to 
make sure that Knights and other people with the ability and equipment to take power, would not 
misuse their abilities, whereas the purpose of the ideal of the gentleman in 19th century Britain, 
seems to be more preventive of the changes that the evolution of the modern society brought about, 
and to make sure that the society would not fall apart. 
Scott's nostalgic way of looking at masculinity, could also be seen in connection with the increasing
historical awareness in the 19th century. The fact that people was thinking about most things going 
on in society, in relation to what was in the past, made it possible to make an argument about 
something in the past as being better or worse than in the present. Thus there could be made an 
argument that it would not have been as possible to make a case about the ideal of chivalry being 
something to pursue, if this historical awareness was not present. With the focus on education, and 
the position of modernity in contrast to the past, it seems that more people maybe was learning 
about chivalry, and the medieval period, that Scott portrays. Thus it could be argued that his 
argument was seen as more valid by the people who read his book, because they had an awareness 
of, and interest in, when the novel takes place. A great example of this is how chivalry was seen as 
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something that was quintessentially English, as something that had been part of Britain all the way 
back to the first monarchy of England. People seems to have had a reference point as to what 
chivalry was.  
Another point that can be made about Scott's ideal of masculinity, is that he was born in 1771, and 
thus was not born into the ideals of the gentleman in the same way, as men born in the 1800's. The 
gentleman might not have been such a stereotypical idea when he was growing up, and thus he 
might not have been raised in the same way as what later became the norm. He was living while all 
these changes were taking place, and experienced the changes in society and the ideals of 
masculinity first hand. This might also be why he wrote his Essay on chivalry, as his own entry into
the debate. It can be argued that the fact that he was not raised to live up to the stereotypical ideal of
the Victorian gentleman, is the reason why the ideal he is a proponent of is chivalry. 
It must be noted though, that even though there are differences between the ideals of chivalry and 
the gentleman, they are hard to distinguish, as they share many traits. Chivalry was seen as standard
for men during the Victorian age, and it seems that especially in the early 19th century the two ideals
was not seen as such different things. The ideals of the gentleman: stoicism, hardiness and 
endurance, are quite comparable to the traits that Scott presents for chivalry,  humility, modesty, and
temperance. So even though it might not be called chivalry when we enter the Victorian era, there is
still a lot of the traits that make up chivalry, or in any case the romanticised chivalry that Scott 
presents in his essay and in Ivanhoe. By extension of this point, it can be argued once more that 
Scott's interest in chivalry, comes to be because he lives in a time where the stereotype is still being 
developed, and that he simply gives his idea of how he thought it should be. As Burland & Burland 
writes, “In particular, novels by Sir Walter Scott, such as Ivanhoe (1819), fostered among members 
of the ruling elite a longing to live by an idealized chivalric code. (Burland & Burland in O'Brien, 
2009: 134)”. According to this quote Scott was an important part in the resurfacing of the ideal 
chivalry, which strengthens the argument that what he tried was to make an impact on how a man 
was supposed to act and behave, how masculinity was supposed to be understood. 
A completely different way of portraying and ideal of masculinity is seen in Robert Louis 
Stevenson's novel Strange case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, from 1886. This novel, in comparison to
Ivanhoe, is written in the last part of the 19th century, and thus in a time where the ideal of the 
gentleman was more of a stereotype, and something that was known throughout society. It seems 
that the ideal of the gentleman was not in the same way in a process of being created. Robert Louis 
                                                                                                                                                  49 Af 56
Kasper Lund Hjorth                                    Depth module                                             MA2 Fall 
2014
Stevenson himself was born in 1850, and thus possibly was brought up to follow the ideals of how a
gentleman was to conduct himself. He portrays a man in his novel, Dr. Jekyll, who has been living 
his life according to the ideals of the gentleman, 
I was born in the year 18- to a large fortune, endowed beside with excellent parts, inclined 
by nature to industry, fond of the respect of the wise and good among my fellow-men, and 
thus, as might have been supposed, with every guarantee of an honourable and distinguished
future. And indeed the worst of my faults was a certain impatient gaiety of disposition, such 
as has made happiness of many, but such as I found it hard to reconcile with my Imperious 
desire to carry my head high, and wear more a than commonly grave countenance before the
public. Hence it came about that I concealed my pleasures; and that when I reached the years
of reflection, and began to look round me and take stock of my progress and position in the 
world, I stood already committed to a profound duplicity in life (Stevenson, 1922: 428).
Dr. Jekyll has clearly lived a life according to the ideal of the gentleman, more specificity as it 
looked in the late 19th century. This means that the has lived his life according to traits such as 
stoicism, hardiness and endurance. He buries his desires, and lives as he is expected to do, he does 
not let his desires control his life. It seems that he adopts a very stoic way of life. He seems to 
believe that his emotions are something that he has to forget about, maybe because it is not part of 
being a gentleman to let your emotions control you. Dr. Jekyll seems somewhat afraid that his 
emotions might take over. At the same time, he knows that there is a battle going on within him, a 
battle between the gentleman and the animal. In the sense of masculinity, it could be argued that 
there is a battle between two ways of being a man. The one that is a product of a civilised culture in 
19th century Britain, and then the animal side of man, that is controlled by emotion. As mentioned it 
seems that the ideal of the gentleman was created to control how men was acting, to that extent it 
could be argued that the ideal of the gentleman, and indeed also of chivalry, was created to make 
sure that the animal would not take over, and thus as a way to safeguard the civilization from the 
decaying nature of humanity’s desires. As with the abilities of the characters in Ivanhoe, there is a 
great temptation, in this case not to misuse ones power, but to give into the desires and emotions 
one might have. It is clear that Dr. Jekyll is fascinated by these feelings that he is having, but is at 
the same time scared what might happen if he unleashes them. When then he comes to create the 
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concoction that turns him into Mr. Hyde, he feels a sense of freedom he has never felt before,
I felt younger, lighter, happier in body; within I was conscious of a heady recklessness, a 
current of disordered sensual images running like a mil-race in my fancy, a solution of the 
bonds of obligation, an unknown but both an innocent freedom of the soul. I knew myself, at
the first breath of this new life, to be more wicked, tenfold more wicked, sold a slave to my 
original evil; and the thought, in that moment, braced and delighted me like wine 
(Stevenson, 1922: 432).
He lets his urges take over, and completely gives himself to the control of his emotions. Mr. Hyde is
portrayed like the antithesis of the gentleman, he is in no way stoic in his way of going about life, 
and does whatever he wants to. He is not following any rules for conduct. 
Strange case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, seems to become a warning about what can happen if one 
forgets about the ideal of the gentleman, a warning about what can happen if we just let our wants 
and needs loose upon the world. Mr. Hyde ends up being an example of what men are able to do if 
not guided by an ideal, that restrains the urges that they naturally feel, and gives them a guideline on
how to go about life. It seems that Stevenson argues that the man will inevitably end up doing 
terrible things, and will simply not be able to control himself. In that sense Stevenson becomes a 
strong proponent of his times, and the ideal of the gentleman he was brought up with. His novel can
be seen as a tale written to tell men of the dangers of an uncivilized life, and society. The man has to
live like a gentleman, and follow the ideals, or else there is a chance that he will ruin society. Dr. 
Jekyll himself shows how appalled he is by what he has become, by taking his own life, because the
man he was is lost, he can never become a gentleman again. He has been devoured by the monster 
his emotions has created. So Stevenson's ideal seems very much to be the ideal of the gentleman, 
and of his contemporaries. He does not in the same ways as Scott look to the past for the solution to 
the problems that men are facing, but finds that the solution is the ideal of masculinity already 
prevalent.
Stevenson's look at masculinity is quite different from Scott's, for Stevenson it is more about a 
man’s thoughts and feelings, whereas Scott's ideal is more about physical abilities and taking action.
For Stevenson's character Dr. Jekyll it is very much a battle of the mind, if whether he is able to 
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keep his urges at bay, or give in to the beast within him and let it control him. For Scott on the other 
hand it is more the case that the man who has the abilities, has to use them in the right way. For him
it seems that the struggle lies mostly with making the choice of using ones abilities to do good, 
when the temptation of using them for evil is right in front of you. In both cases it seems though 
that the ideal of the man is in place, to make sure that man does not give in to temptation, in Scott's 
case misusing ones abilities and in Stevenson's not to let ones urges run amok. Here once again is 
the argument seen that these ideals are made as a tool to control men's behaviour in society. It seems
that the argument for both is that without either the ideal of the gentleman or chivalry, society 
would crumble. In Scott's example it would turn into a society of Bois-Guilberts and Front-de-
Boeufs, and Stevenson is afraid that all men would turn into their version of Mr. Hyde. 
The difference between the two portrayals of masculinity is also shown in the characters of both 
novel. Ivanhoe is clearly the embodiment of chivalry, he does virtually nothing wrong throughout 
Scott's novel. He has almost all of the traits that Scott presents as part of his ideal; he has abilities 
and uses them in the right way, shows temperance, generosity, believes in himself, he knows how to
treat a lady, he is the friend of the oppressed and shows a disregard for his life if he is faced with the
opportunity to save someone in need. In the same way Dr. Jekyll is the embodiment of the 
gentleman, he lives stoic like a gentleman is supposed to, he does not let his feelings control him. 
One of the difference between the way Dr. Jekyll and Ivanhoe is portrayed, is that Dr. Jekyll is not 
the perfect gentleman, he has lived his life as such until the he makes the potion to turn him into Mr.
Hyde, but he has always had the flaw of yearning for the side of him, that Hyde embodies. He has 
through his life known a temptation to cut loose and let his feelings run wild. This seems to be 
because Hyde, the antitheses of Jekyll, is a part of Jekyll, it is in a sense one character split in two. 
In the case of Ivanhoe, his antithesis is found in characters such as Bois-Guilbert and Front-de-
Boeuf who, as I have argued, comes across as knights in name only. They embody the empty 
chivalry that Ivanhoe talks about, they do not live up to the ideal of masculinity that is predominant 
throughout the novel. It seems that Dr. Jekyll is his own worst enemy, because it is himself that 
creates the monster that becomes his downfall. In that case it seems like Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll 
and Mr. Hyde is more of moral tale, in the way it is a warning about what can happen if the ideal of 
the gentleman is not followed, whereas Ivanhoe comes across as more of a nostalgic piece, that 
pines for a time where real men and knights existed.
This comparison raises a new question, that could have been interesting to investigate as a 
development of the research question of this particular project, the question of what these ideals was
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actually used to in the societies where they were prevalent. It seems like a question that will 
inevitably be touched upon when discussing ideals of masculinity, because it has some use to the 
characters of the novels, but to investigate it more by looking at how the society used them, could 
be an interesting project in itself.
Conclusion:
The Ideal of masculinity that Sir William Scott portray throughout his novel Ivanhoe, is the 
chivalrous man, who has abilities that enables him to protect the weak, and fight the evil of the 
world. He is expected to show temperance, generosity, that he is a friend of the weaker party, can 
treat women well, show a believe in his own abilities, have morals, keep his convictions and show 
mercy towards his enemies and show a disregard for his own life, honour is what matters to him in 
the end. The way a man can show his manliness, in the world that Scott creates, is through acting. It
is the actions that makes the man, and the man who does not act, does not get a share of the honour, 
he will not get the renown. Fighting is equalled with actions of honour, if the fighting is for the right
reasons. The man who does not use his abilities for the right honourable reasons, is not chivalrous, 
but occupies a place of empty nobility, where he is a knight or noble in name only. 
There is a clear divide in the novel between the characters that live up to these ideals, and the ones 
who does not. Ivanhoe, Locksley and Richard are all characters that lives up to these ideals, and 
makes their decisions on the basis of these. They all have great martial abilities, but only uses them 
to help the weak, or to in other ways act honourable. They put themselves in danger to save people 
in need, even though they do not know them. They act, and thus gets the honour. You do not need to
be a noble or knight to be chivalrous though, and characters like Gurth, Wamba and Isaac all 
exhibits some of the traits that Scott presents as part of his ideal. As mentioned before chivalry is 
shown in the way a man behaves, and why he takes action, it is not something that is obtained by 
having a title. Especially the two characters Brian de Bois-Guilbert and Reginald Front-de-Boeuf 
becomes examples of how not to be chivalrous, and is portrayed as the opposite of a character such 
as Ivanhoe. They use their abilities to their own gain, and rather uses them to oppress the weak, than
help them. Bois-Guilbert is also ready to give up his convictions, simply to be together with 
Rebecca. It is very much whether a man’s intentions are honourable or not, that separates the 
chivalrous from the not. This along with behaving in a certain way towards women and the weak 
people in society, is the ideal man Scott is portraying. The able bodied man who is noble at heart, 
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and who dedicates his life to the diminishing of evil within the world.
The ideal that Scott presents can be seen as being part of the reinvention of masculinity that took 
part in 19th century, as an entry in the discussion about how a man was supposed to act, in the new 
society that appeared. The ideal of man that is presented in Ivanhoe is clearly a medievalist way of 
looking at masculinity, a nostalgic yearning for how men was in the past. The way Scott uses 
medievalism is in a positive way, and he sees chivalry as way to deal with the problems the men in 
Britain was experiencing with their position in society. His way of looking at masculinity fits well 
with the way the Victorian society was looking at things in comparison to things in the past, thus 
Ivanhoe and Scott's fascination of the middle ages is a product of his times. The ideal that became 
prevalent was the ideal of the gentleman, but a big part of the traits that makes up the ideal of the 
gentleman, is shared by chivalry and for instance medieval texts was re released for young boys and
men to read, so they could learn to act as a gentleman. Scott's ideal though is much more physical 
than the ideal of the gentleman. The gentleman ideal was in the 19th century more focused on a man 
having the right education, and making sure that his emotions would not guide him. Scott's ideal of 
chivalry is as mentioned more focused on action. This difference is further emphasis by the 
comparison with Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde. In that later example of Victorian fiction,
it is clear that the gentleman ideal is much more about the psychic dimension, and how a man can 
keep his urges at bay. Even though this is the case I see Ivanhoe as a part of the reinvention of 
masculinity in the 19th century. It was an entry into a debate about masculinity, in a period where the
ideal of the gentleman possibly was not as solid as it became later in the 19th century. The novel is 
credited as one of the main works that helped giving people an understanding of and interest in the 
middle-ages.
Scott's ideals of chivalry might not be completely comparable to the ideal of the gentleman, that 
became the prevalent ideal for men in Britain, but Ivanhoe is an interesting entry into the search for 
an ideal for the man in the modern world to follow. 
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